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INTRODUCTION

__ This symposium, based on a synthesis of five years of research,

Féb6its the interaction of role groups and factors in the change process

which are critical for school improvement in elementary and secondary

schools. Included in the papers are specific recommendations for
enhancing the contribution of key role groups to school improvement.

_Research_in elementary and secondary schools has fdentified role
groups, such as principals and assistant principals who participate, in

an_influential way, in school improvement. Other roles thought to play

significant parts, such as Central Office personnel and department

heads, have been found to be so diverse that consistent contributions

are difficult to document (Hall, Hord & Putnam, 1985; Hord & Murphy,

1985). Yet, these and others such as teachers were foiund to have the
potential to make important contributions to school change efforts.

Elements of-the change process crucial for the implementation success
(Huling, Hall, Hord & Rutherford, 1983) of proposed changes have also
been examined: The interactions among critical groups in the process of
change provided data for recommendations that can enhance school
improvement.

- - In more than ten years of research on change_in schools; the
CBAM/RIP program ¢f the Research and Development Center for Teacher
Education at the University of Texas at Austin has viewed change as it
affected individuals (Stages of Concern, Levels of Use); as it was

represented in programs (Innovation Configurations) and as it was

reflected in the actions of different role groups (Interventions). More

current research, however, puts all of these dimensions together to

develop a picture of the change process as a whole -- what has to happen
to make change occur; who is involved; what stages or Steps it might go

through; what options exist and why.

__The papers in this symposium are based on two research efforts, the
Principal-Teacher Interaction Study (Hall, Hord, Huling, Rutherford,

Griffin, Goldstein, Stiegelbauer, & Newlove, 1982; Hall, Hord, Huling,

Rutherford, & Stiegelbauer, 1983) and the High School Study (Hall, Hord,
Guzman, Huling-Austin, Rutherford, & Stiegelbauer; 1984; Rutherford,
Hord, Huling-Austin, Stiegelbauer, Murphy, Putnam, Hall, & Muscella,
1985), focused on change in elementary and high schools. The studies
identified the roles of various constituent groups in the change process

and the kinds of change occurring. Sites utilized in the studies were

geographically representative of the United States: Schools included

those of various sizes: urban, rural, and small.



~ In the Principal-Teacher Interaction Study, participants were
trained to document interventions made by themselves and others. The

researchers conducted on-site and telephone interviews at systematic

intervals. -Additionally; data were collected from teachers usin§ the

diagnostic aimensions of the Concerns-Based Adoption Model (CBAM

Data collection for the High School Study 1nvolved on=site visits
by a research team for several days. During that time extensive-
interviews were conducted with members of various role groups. The
interviews were designed to elicit information about the role of

individuals in change, their interactions with other groups and the

influence of contextual factcrs on change.

The data collected from both studies were subjected to content and

process-analyses. The findings reported in this set of the symposiuin
papers are syntheses of those analyses. The papers and their authors
are as follows:

The facilitation of-change-in
‘Simifarities;

Teachers: Their contribution to school improvement by Rutherford W.L.

Institutiona 112 on of 1nnovot1on Knowing when you have Jt by
‘H‘?d, S.H. & Hall,; G:ks

ting a ] ;‘:""ducailonal leade::si.o be facilitators of
schoolslmpronement by Murphy, 5:C., Huling-Austin, L.L., &
Stiegeibaver, S.M.

‘The symposium was chaired by Eetty ﬁard President of ihe Center

discussant ‘Discussant reSpens15111t1es were also shared by Ron Branat,

Executive Ed1tor of the Association of Supervision and Curriculum

Development. Both discussants are exceptionally well-qualified to

discuss and cr1t1qhe this body of work as a result of their expertise

and work in the area of school improvement. Discussant remarks follow

the papers.
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. _THE FACILITATION OF CHANGE
. IN ELEMENTARY -AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS == -
S‘HIL\RITIES DIFFERENCES; AND INTERACTICNS ABOUT THE PROCESS

Suzanne M, Stiege]Bauer

Deborah Muscella

William L. Rutherford

Involved in the process of writing on any topic, is deciding where is the
Fi@ht place to start. This is certainly true when writing about schoo]
gﬁaagé; The fssue of eﬁangé; and specifically educational enaﬁge; is a big
one. A1l sorts of things can be influences on charge == from what the change
is to uhom the change is impacting to how many changes are going on at once

and the {nteractions between these variables.

This paper is overtiy titled -- The Facilitation of Chan§e in Elementary
and Secondary Schools. Covertly, however, what we are talking about is what
ﬁappens to schools in the process of change and what practitioners can do to
better structure and facilitate that processf The purpose of this paper is to
examine the process of change ard the role of the change facilitator in the

ontext of both the elementary and the secondary school. To do so, we are
drawing on research experience with many schools involved with different kinds
of eﬁaﬁgés;

The work conducted by the Research on the Improvement Process (RIP)
Frogram over the past decade has allowed a group of researchers to study a

The research described herein was conducted under contract with the Nationa)

Institute of Education. The opinions expressed are those of the authorsfang
do not necessarily reflect the position or policy of the National Institute of
Edication and no endorsement by the National Institute of Educaticn should be

inferred.
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variety of {nnovations in various schools across the country. The conceptual
tasis for this research has been ihe Concerns Based Adoption Model (Hall,
Waiiace t Dossett, 1973). 7o date, however, information about the change

process; derived from the separate contexts of elementary and high schools,
has not been considered comparatively: This is the major purpose of this
paper -= to develop a set of principles which address the issues of the
successful school change process in both the elementary and the high school

context. Several auéstioﬁs are germane to this task:
1. What is the role of the principal in school change?

5. ho 15 the second change facilitator and other change facilitators
and what {s the nature of their roles?

3.  What actions and intsrventions are *aken for change?

4. What are the similarities and differences between the two levels of
schools in the chunge process?

The quotation below, from Change Masters, provides ome frame from which to

begin to answer these questions:

the tools of change masters are creative and_interactive; they

have an intellectual, a conceptual, and a cultural aspect.

Change mcsters deal in symbols and visions, and shared :
understandings as well as the techniques and trappings of their
own specialties. (Kanter, 1984, p. 305)

In viewing the change process, we are looking in part at the unique techniques
and trappings which change masters in schools employ to influence the system
to accept the desired change. An analysis of the way in which these chaﬁéé
masters, or facilitators, communicate their vision and put their symbols into
sction is recuired for ' comparison of a successful change Process at the
elementary and high school levels.

An outline for the discussion in this paper is as follows: first,

brief history of the ideas and research on change conducted by the CBAM/RIP



research team is presented Next, based on this background and research

conducted, we present an analysis of some of the maJor variables involved in a

change effort. Some of tnese variables; like roles of faoilitators and

examples are presented, illustrating how these variables work in different

séttings

which are shared by both school settings; This synopsis then leads to a more
generalized framework which can be applied in schools, both elementary and
high schools, wﬁich are undertaking change: The examples cited are taken from
schools participating in our research within the last five years. The p01nt
of view taken cn change, however, stems from research perspectives that go
back néarly fifteen years. The paper begins with a review of that

perspe&tive'

Research on the process of change began in the 1970's with the tide of
Great Society programs and increased Federal interest in the improvement of
SLhOO]S’ A major research effort directed at understanding the process of
1mplement1ng suchn improvements in schools has oeén that of the RIP staff at

the Research and Development Center for Teacher Education at the University of

fexas. Austin This research is directed at the development of Enowledge

and assistance for practitioners involved with the implementation of change in

schools.
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The

Concerns Based Adoption Model (Hall, wallace, & Dossett, 1973),

evolved out of extensive research on the implementation of educ“tional

innovations in schools and college settings. Underlying the CBAM mode] are a

number of basic assumptions (Rutherford, Hall, Huling, 1984):

1)

2)

3)

chi
~

7)

éui

Change is a process, not an event.

Change is made by ind1v1duals first, i.e., the indi vidual needs to
be the primary focus of actions taken for change.

Ehange is 2 highly persona1 experience; everyone reacts differently.
Change entails developmental growth in ?eelings and skills; there
experienced by individuals.

Ehange is best understood by individuals uhen it is presented or
described in operation as it would appear when fully in use.
Change can be bes & facilitated when actions are based on the
diagnosed reeds of 1nd1v1dua1s a client-centered
d1agnost1ciprescr1pt1ve model has benef1ts for both client

and facilitator.

A change facilitator needs to work in an adaptive/systemat1c way,
adapt1ng their interventions t» the needs of the change and cl1ents
uithin the change. Further,; any 1ntervent1ons or actions taken to

?ac111tate change must be directed to 1nd1v1duals first, and

innovations second

of this perspect1ve and as a result of ten years of research in

scﬁools, the CBAN/RIP program has developed and refined a set of conceptua]

frameworks for plann1ng, fac111tat1ng, monitoring, and evaluat1ng change in

schools.

1)

The dimensions of the CBAM include:

11



feelings about a change (Newlove & Hall, 1976; Hall, George &
Rutherford; 1977);

2) Levels of Use (LoU), which is used to determine the actual extent
of use based on behavioral indicators (Loucks. Newlove & Han,
1976). Both these measures stem from theories of adult deveIOpment
(Fuller, 1969 Ful]er 1973) and extensive fésfing in the field;

3) Innovation Configurations (IC), which is used to describe the
nnovation or change (Heck, Stiegelbauer, Hell & Loucks, 1981); and

4) the Intervention Taxonomy (lT)ﬂ which describes and categorizes

actions taken by facilitators in 1mp1ement1ng or monitoring

change (Hall & Hord; 1984);

ongoing research b BAH]RIP staff various 1mp1ementat1on efforts in schools,

nd dissartation stu ﬂiéé.

|D\
"

A schematic diagram of the model is presented in Figure 1. This diagram
takes the position that changes or innovat1ons, are promoted or faC111tated
by one or more change fac111tators, or CFs. These change faC111tators work
w1th a target group to whom the change is directed, i.e., the target group is
those who are to become the users of the innovation. Facilitation then
becomes a result of the interaction between the facilitator(s) and the target

The diagrostic dimensions of CBAM -- Sof, LoU, IC -- and the Intervention
Taxonomy all represent ways that this interaction can be structured to promote
a boéiiive response to the change by the target group. Eaeh d1men%1on
prov1des information about some qua11ty or eharaeter1sfic of 1na1v1dua1s

within that group re]ative to the change; The faci]itator can use that

information to design interventions that would betZer meet the needs of the



THE CONCERNS-BASED ADOPTION MODEL
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University of Texas, 1973,
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group. Informal probing can provide information that can be tran.lated ‘nto
action. Facilitators also have their own rescurce system that can provide
them with ideas and options for facilitation.

The model itself is dynamic in that as the target group changes in
response to the ‘ihﬁé\iifié}i and facilitator interventions, the information
presented through probing and the diagnostic dimensions also changes,
resulting in new actions and interactions. Use of this model is innovation

on only one innovation at a time. The interventions suggested kv the
diagnostic dimensions often exist in the reaim of common sense. The value of
the model, however, lies i~ structuring or quantifying such information about
the change process in a way that contributes to 2ncouraging the process. The
dimensions represented in the model provide onjoing information to change

facilitators so they can better plan their actions and monitor progress.

The CBAM model as presented in Figure 1 has been developed to describe
kinds of interactions to facilitate change from the point of view of the
facilitator and the potential ucars of the innovation. In a sense, the
effectiveness of change efforts might be measured in terms of the quality of
the interaction between the users and the facilitators. The change effort is
only as “good" as 'ﬁié interaction is "good." |

In order to learn more about the characteristics of this interaction, the
studies focusing on different aspects of the overall model. The first, th’é.
Principal-Teacher Interaction Study, dinvestigated the characteristics of

facilitators, in particular the principal, working within a single elementary

S



school unit. The second; the High Sehool Study, took a broader look at the
whole system as it responds to change -- including the District Office,
contextual factors influencing change. The examples used to illustrate points
in discussion are taken from these two studies.

Out of this research came another view of the change process, reflecting
the diagnostic-prescriptive model shown in Figure 1, but encompassing the
range of variables uncovered in research on diverse settings: This model,
selection of options depending on:

.) the characteristics of the change.

2) the characteristics of the target change unit.

3)  the characteristics of the facilitators available and responsible,

as well as the characteristics of the leadership exercised as part
of the process. _

Fach of these sets may be configured differently at any individual site.
Some combinations; however, are more common than others. A1l of these
variables and their role in change will be discussed in later sections.

The following discussion illustrates the change dynamiz more Simply. The
considerations involved in any given change include both its characteristics
and the impact they will have on new users and its “raison d'etre" -- reason
for being -- the goals involved with introducing it to the system. Ahy
introduction of something new to a system results in some kind of system
response. Without a structured plan for introducing and integrating the
change into the system, the response factor can delay, modify intended use, or
reject the change altogether. This phenomenon can be observed in many kinds

. 1o
12
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of changes -- from political revolutions to the resistance t> acculturation by

In the case of change in schools, the change facilitator has the role and
responsibility of mediating the introduction of something new through the
interactions they have with users, and through the pians they make to clarify
goals and iﬁbiéﬁéﬁi the change. In most schools, this means acknowledgment or
sanction at the minimum by the principal as gatekeeper, or a formal
structuring of roles and responsibilities for a full-fledged effort. The role
of the facilitator can be 2ssumed or delegated by the principal depending on
the needs of the change, what the change is, its complexity and requirements,
and the nature of the target group, i.e., its size, and to some extent, its
characteristic responses. In designing actions, the facilitator needs to
consider what is known or anticipated about both the change and the target
group.

: Change as it is represented in this model becomes a matter of "if" this
characteristic, “then" these structures or actions. The if-then statement
becomes 1incorporited into the plan for the change. Some of what is
appropriate in this equation is represented in what has been learned in the
PTI ard High School Studies about the characteristics and interactions of each
set of variables == facilitators, changes, and different change units.

BACKGROUND ON THE PTI AND HS STUDIES

The Principal-Teacher Interaction (PTI) Study conducted over the 1980-81

school year, focused on the mole of principals as the major facilitator of
change in their schools. While the literature on leadership had presented
some indicators of what was effective, little research had been done on

principals as facilitators of change. What are the day-to-day interactions

15



and actions taken by principals as facilitators of change. How do they
organize an implementation effort? How do they support the use of new
practices and encourage teachers? Do all principals do the same thing? If
not, what effect do these differences have? Are therc other facilitators
involved? '

With such Qquestions in mind, the PTI Study was conducted with nine
elementary school principals involved in implementing a curriculum innovation
in their school. Through a combination of data collection methods, including
interviews, daily logs, and bi-weekly phone contacts, the daily intervention
behaviors of these principals were surveyed over the course of one school year
(Ha11, Hord, Huling, Rutherford, & Stiegelbauer, 1983). The principals in the
stud were selected by their district on the basis of district assessment of
the principal's change facilitating “style" or characteristic leadership
behaviors. Earlier studies had suggested that the principals' “style" might
ihdicaté their ~approach to implementation and its effectiveness (Hall,
Rutherford & Griffin, 1982). SoC, LoU, IC and Intervention data were
collected from teachers at three points during the year to monitor
implementation efforts (Huling, Hall, Hord & Rutherford, 1983). Interviews
and observations at regular intervals rounded out the picture of the schools’
response to the change (Stiegelbauer, Goldstein & Huling, 1982).

The findings from the PTI study were diverse: 1) Principals did exhibit
different “styles" of fac’litation and there was a relationship between
principal “style" and the effectiveness of implementation efforts (Hall &
Rutherford, 1983; Huling, Hall, Hord & Rutherford, 1983). 2) The actions of

the principal . -hers could be categorized in terms of the Intervention
Taxonomy (Hall & . 1984) which revealed different “game pians" for change.

Further, 3) ar anc , . of interventions from each school, when considered in

19



the light of implementatior success, suggested the kinds of actions that
needed to be taken for effective facilitation. These groupings of actions,
called Game Plan Components (5PC's), provided more explicit information about
the nature of interventions (Hord, Huling & Stiegcibauer, 1983). 4) Finally,
the study showed that $n each schosl, the principal was not the only
facilitator: Each school had a second change facilitator (2nd CF) who came to
light in the course of miore indepth work in the school. This facilitator's
role was different from, but complementary to, the role of the principal

The Principal-Teacher Interaction study provided information about the
roles of facilitators, fn particular the principal, the nature of their
actions contributing to change and the effeci of those actions on teachers.
Each of the innovations viewed in the study represented a schoo! wide change,

grade levels and individuals. The unit of change in this study was the whole
school. The nature of the interactions for change is described through the
portrait of the effort drawn from the qualitative and quantitative data on
interventions and their effects, as well as the impressions of research staff
collected over the school year (Hall, et al., 1983).

The High School Study, conducted in different phases from 1982-1985, took

a broader and more descriptive view of the change process. During Phase I,
the 1982-83 school year, one or more staff members visited 12 high schools in
Texas, Oregon, Maryland, Indiara, New York and Florida. These exploratory
visits were made to become more familiar with the organizational structure of
the high schools and the change efforts taking place, and to examine possible

sources of information and explore strategies for future data collection

efforts (Huling-Austin, 1984). In each visit, school administrators,



depariment chairpersons, teachers and students were interviewed to gain their
insights about how change occurs, what innovations were prezent, and kow to
best conduct research on change in high schools. Phase I of the high schao!
study, which occurred during the 1982-84 school year, was a descriptive study
designed on the busis of the findings from the previous year. (Hall, et al.,
1984) Four major research questions provided the focus for this study:

1. What are the types, sources and purposes of change in high schools?

2. What are the key units (school; department, etc.) of change?
3. What are the situational factors that most influence the change
process?
4. How is the change process managed in high schools?
To answer these questions it was deemed important to lock at high schools
change dynamics, that is, schools with much change and those that were more

typical for each district: Community types were rural; urban, suburban and

mid=size cities; the high school size varied with the type of community. Nine
sites were chosen in 9 states geographically distributed across the nation.
At each site 2 high schools were selected as study schools (N=18), one a
typical school and the other with much change ongoing.

The third phase involved 2 school districts and in each district 2 high
schools and 3 elementary schools. (Rutherford, et al., 1985) The purposes of

this phase were:

1. To determine the role of the district office in school change.
2. To compare the change process in elementary and secondary schools.
3. To investigate the management of change over th2 long term, and

4. To study how leadership zffects the change process.

2



This phase also aimed to revisit some of the elementary schools that
participated in the PTI study to see how their implementation efforts had
progressed after two years. Special attention was devoted to understanding
the role and function of different constituent groups including department
chairpersons, district personnel, and teachers in schooi improvement efforts
(Hord & Murphy; 1985). Another goal of Phase IIl was to draw together the
research conducted to date, to bring together the urnderstandings about change
~ in different settings. What about the change process is generic? What is
spacific to a given setting? How does leadership influance change? What
suggestions can we make from all this data that would have value to
practitioners?

The High School Study viewed change in terms of the whole system. Taken
in al1, Phases I, II, and 11: include data from a total of 30 high schools and
9 elementary schools. Findings from the study include information about the

sources and diversity of changes impacting high schools (Rutherford and
Huling-Austin, 1984), the nature of leadership for change in high schools
(Hall and Guzman, 1984; Huling-Austin, Stiegelbauer and Muscella, 1985; Hord
(Stiegeibauer, 1984; Stiegelbauer, Haddad & Murphy, 1985), the roles and
reactions of teachers (Rutherford and Murphy, 1985), and the role and
inflience of fhe district office on change in both the high school and

When considersd together, the PTI and the Figh School Study data present
a clearer picture of some of the variables associated with change -- the
natire of change facilitators, change units, changes themselves, and of the
actions taken to facilitate change efforts (see Figure 2). Further;, when the

data from the PTI and high school studies are considered comparatively, it
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Based on a comparison of the change process at the two levels, this paper
explores the hypothesis that z better understanding of the nature of each of
the variables contributes. to a theory of the whole of the change process:
These data suggest that the process of change is the result of patterned
interactions between these variables. The following sections present the
parts (of the whole) with examples from schools visited in the PTI and HS
Studies. The conclusion of the paper 1illustrates how these parts were
operationalized in four annotated case stidy descriptions of schools in
change.

THE VARIABLES INVOLVED IN CHANGE:
CFs, UNITS, AND CHANGE ITSELF

who Are Change Facilitators?

The word “to facilitate," according to Webster's, means "to make easier."

- The' research conducted in elementary and high school settings showed that

there were many different “change facilitators” in the schools -- in many
differant roles. These roles included principals, assistant principals,
department heads, grade level leaders, in-school resource and curriculum
specialists, district level curriculum coordinators and resource teachers,
even peer teachers. Each of these had a role in facilitation that was related
to the kinds of interactions demanded by the change and the setting.

Research also showed that whatever their official title or role, the role
played by individuals as change facilitators could be better characterized by
the actions and interactions thev engaged in within the change process than by
their formal designation in the school: For example, the principal is
considered to be the "leader” of the school; his or her role is one of

leadership. In the case of a change in process, the principal may provide
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leadership for the change an¢ become the primary, or first; CF (change
facilitator). Alternately, the principal may not have an active role in the
facilitation of change and allow another person, perhaps a department head or
individual teacher, to assume the role of 1st CF. Alternately again, the

principal may delegate the role of 1st CF-or create a team of change
facilitators with shared responsibility: 1In many ways the principal
represents a special case as a change facilitator because of his importance as
a “gatekeeper" and symbolic head of the school. Evidence suggests that the

principal's vision for the school and “style" of interaction within change can

have {important consequences for the success of change efforts (Hall;
Rutherford, Hord and Huling, 1984; Rutherford, 1984; Rutherford, Hall & Hord,
1983; Rutherford, Hord, Hall & Huling, 1983; Huling-Austin, Stiegelbauer &
Muscella, 1985).

Figure 3 shows some of the roles and role groups involved in the change
?iéﬁiififbi; The discussion following illustrates how thes. different roles
are configured. First, what is the nature of change facilitation roles and
how do they differ from one another?

The primary, or 1st, CF. The 1st CF is the individual who has major

responsibility for facilitating the change. This includes the irtroduction of
the change, managing the change, communicating about the change, and
monitoring results and responses of individuals. The 1st CF may be the link
the change unit has with others outside the school about th2 change or the
change effort. Depending on the size and complexity of the change, this
change facilitator may be the only individual tc work with others about the
change. If so, that work wouid include the kinds of activities described for
other Tacilitators that follows. 1If thera is more than one facilitator,

however, activities could be shared between facilitators. It is important,
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FIGUSE 2
CHARACTERISTICS OF CHANGE FACILITATORS

ROLE WHO " RESPONSIBILITIES

Primary CF Principal Sanctions Use
Communicates Fxpectations & Goals

Bistrict office Structures Facilitation Plan
person -
o Delegates Respansibilities to
Line Other CFs as Necessary
Administrator S o
Fonitors Process Formally
Provides Push, Resources &

Encouragement

Maintains Leadership
in Process

Moté1s Expectations

e

Second CF

Resource teacher Credible to Other Teachers

- Communicates Knowledge About Change, Training
Assistant —_—

Principal Coaches

Teacher on special Provides One-to-One Prablem Solving; Comsultation
assignment L
L Models Behavior Regarding Change

District office

staff Monitors for Purpose of Feedback and Correction

Department Head Is Liafson Between Change Unit and Primary CF
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rAAN

WHO

RESPONSIBILITIES

Secand CF {cont'd)

Tean Leader

Norks With Prinaty CF to Destgn and Restrictire
Plan as Needed

Other €Fs

Regular teacher

Credible to Other Teachers
Comunizates With Peers About Change Nodels
Monitors Pracess for Peer Grovp Informally

Is Representative For Peers To Other CFs
Rbout Process

District consultant

Comunicates Nith School About Change
Provides Information, Resairces For The Changs

¢ i Gl b 05 T
Regarding Change or Process
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however, that one person take the leadership roele and maintain that leadership
Eﬁﬁ§i§féﬁfij throughout the change process. The role of the 1lst CF/change
leader may best be assumed by the principa! who can ﬁi6v36é the sanction and
push necessary to get the change in place.

The Second CF. One surprising finding to come out of the

Principal-Teacher Interaction Study was the discovery of a Second Change
Facilitator at each school who was involved with implementation (Hord,
Stiegelbauer & Hall, 1984a, 1984b). In the PTI schools, the principal was
assumed to be the primary facilitator. These second CFs then played a
complementary role to that of €the principal in the way they invoived
themselves in the change process. In general, they were mcre likely to be
curriculum specialists, assistant principals, resource teachers; or lead
teachers rather than administrative staff. They worked more interactively
with teachers involved in the change providing training, consultation and
problem solving on an individual basis. They monitored the process for the
purpose of corrective feedback and planning rather than for summative
evaluation. Further, they often acted as communicators to the primary CF as
revisions based on those responses. They also cummunicated to users about
plans that 1involved them or clarified expectations about the Change
(Stiegelbauer, 1984; Hord, Stiegelbauer & Hall, 1984a, 1984b}.

Other CFs. In some schools the role of the change facilitator included
persons in closer communication and contact with the teachers involved in the
change: In one elementary School where the principal was the primary CF and a
district resource person was the second CF, a grade level leader was selected

person with the second CF. As the second CF was external to the schosl, these
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grade level leaders worked with staff to solve problems about the innevatien;
in th1s case a curriculum change.

In another dxstr1ct teacher camm1ttees were identified by the pr1nc1pa1
to work with the second CF (an assistant principal) to pian and act as
consultants for the innovation, again a curriculum change. This school, a

high schoel found that 1nvolv1ng teachers in committees focused on some

‘iiﬁécf of tﬁe chang° effart was especially beneficial in whole school change

.efforts. A major function of involving other CFs beyend a second CF would

appear to be one of communication and the development of teacher wnérshap of
the change (Huling-hustin, Stiegelbaver & uscella, 1985).

in still another district, the District Curriculum Coordinator for a new
elementary mathematics text served as an external faeilitator to the school

implementing that innovation. In the school itself, the prine1pa1 was the

primary CF and an in- school curriculum spécia11st was the Second CF. The

riquirements of the math program and worked with them to develop an
1mplementatxon plan for the school. She worked with teachers only as
requested by the faeiiitators. The major interventions in the school were
done by either the principa] or the second CF in coordination with one

Leadersh1p Factors for Effective Chanqe

¥ change is to be effECt1v51y accemp11shed in & school, regard1e<° of
level, some factors must be ﬁrééént at the leadership level There must be
or change. high expectations and a clear communication of those to teachers,
active involvement in planning, coordinat1ng. and evsluating thé
implementation effort, active support and assistance to teachers, provision of
24
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nec és ry resources, 1nc1ud1ng time, needed by teachers to make the change,

different roles or a team of facilitators, these "pons‘ibﬂ'lt'les or
characteristics might be spread across the facilitators involved. As
described in Figure 3, the principal or primary CF provides aﬁihiStrat%Vé

supports and sanctions, while a second CF attends to one-to-ore problem
solvmg and support. Yet each in their own way expresses many of these
characteristics essential to effective change

The iotéiitia‘i for the existence of multiple facilitators, however,
'Implementmg and ma'mta'ining the change. Facihtative teams do present many

advantages ﬂuring initial stages of imp]ementatwn .- they tend to minimize

‘overload on the rest of the organizational system; tasks for a_ team can be

more eas'ii;y modified than modifying the whole system, and a team can more
rapidly comunicate to others expectatwns goals and plans for 3 change than
can one or two individuals: All facilitators must, however; be credible to
users and administrators alike. They must alsc be in aéreéﬁént as to the
nature and scope of the change effort, and t"ne;y must communicate with each
other on a regular and frequent basis about *he implementation process.

In all of this the 5Fiﬁciﬁal continues to have & major role. The
principal is seen by teachers as a leader in the school. The principal has.
the resources to structure what is needed for chang even if he delegates
ma,]or tasks to other facﬂitators. The choices priﬁéipsis maLe aooUt
structuring change and utilizing (or not) other faciiitators may be indicative

of their facilitation “style" (Hord, Hall & St:iéééiﬁauér, 1983). “Style"
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proved to be an important indicator in the PTI study of how second CFs
operated in the school and where they wera located, that is, whether they were
internal or external to the school. At the high school ievel, the involvement

of different groups and leaders cooperating For change appears tc be one way

to accommodate for the compnexity of the institution and to cross departmental

and adrinistrative lines. There, second and third CFs were a useful tool in

communicating to user groups and 1ncreasing their commitment and knowledge

No one Suggestion about facilitation; however; is necessarily the "right”
one. The implications from the PTI and HS studies are that there is no one
effective strategy for successfully implementing change and no single pattern
for proViding leadership Ehange can occur without the principal but not
without some principal sanction; in other words; facilitation does not have to
come from administration but usually involves administration in some wav.
Administrative authority is usually reeded to structure. delegate; and
organize persons in roles of reSponSibility: Thus, leaﬁershiﬁ from a line
administrator becomes an imﬁératiué both in form and symbol. Further, schools
need to decide the best strategy for the change process, B’s*d on the

persennel avai]ab]e and the size of the effort This decision is likely to

involve the prinCipal in some way: even if the maJor responsibility for

facilitation is eisewhere. The involvemeni of the principal with teachers

about change is 1ikely to have positive benefit for the change overall, if

bniy as an indication of official support (Huling:AuStin. Stiegelbauer, &

#ho Are the Targets, or Units, of Change?

Any interaction about charge involves individuals or sets of individuals

who aré the targets of the change. These potential "users" respond to the
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dictates of the change 1iself and also to the actions of CFs. Their responses
can be measured ?ﬁrﬁuﬁﬁ the CBAM dimensions of Stages of COncern. Levels of
Use, and Innovation Configurations and can provide useful informat1en to a
fae111tator abeut how the ehange m1gh* be managed

The PTI and High ScﬁooT Studies looked at changé§ that affected different
groups or numbers of potential users. If a change involved all or most of the
faculty of a school, the unit of change was seheol-widef If a change inrvolved

one faeu.ty group; such as 2 department or all sixth grade teachers, tnen the
unit of change became that group, and so on. All of the curriculum

innovations studied in the PTI study were school-wide 1nnovat1ons. but there

their target groups; 1nc1ud1ng district-wide, school-wide, and those affect1ng

individuals (Rutherford & Huling-Austin, 1984)

' Consider‘ng the unit of ehange and its eharacter1st1cs has value in
planning and structuring change efforts from two perspect1ves -- 1) the size
of the unit; its formal leadersh‘p, and the unit's previous experience with
similar change which could be 1mportan to puanning, ina 2) the
characteristics of teachers as individuals, since their concerns and
background can condition their involvement and commitment to the braress

Yet, as the unit of change is large1y determined by the change 1tself 1t
is difficult to talk about one w1thaut the ather The f1nd1ngs in the Q1gh
Sehoo’ Study revealed that over half of the cﬁanges that were reported
involved the whole school (54.4 %). Sub-units, such as departmen*s. were
involved in 28.6% of the changes 1isted and individuals as units in 17% of the

changes listed (Rutherferd & Hu11ng Austin, 1984) This find1ng was



surprising to researchers, as popuiar conceptions of high schools suggest that

departments would be the primary unit of change.
As the size of the unit nf change increases, the nsed for formaiizing
comunication; brbsiénzébiviﬁg. assistance; and monitoring in the changs

process also increases. Nany of the aciiitaiipn "tcams® and second change

primary faciiitator to make the unit of change "

or to provide small group leadership by using other CFs (Huling-Austin,
Stiegelbauer, and Muscella, 1985). This was especially true of whole school
hange efforts. The facilicative “teams" developed for one change, howeve

did not necessarily remain the same for another change. Hany schee!s that
utilized facilitation teams varied membership on those teams with the changes
they were t"ying to implement This had the function of involiving more
teachers in Ieadership roles and responsib11ities.

_One example of this is an elementary school, originally in the PTI Study
and rev1sited as a part of the HS Study. This school had a Second CF who was
the district facilitater for the irngvation. As a resuit of her use of grade
level groups and leaders in that effort the prineipa1 now utilizes a Second
smaller units, each with some informal head. This hecomes a faciiitation
“team" with the principal and Secend CF as the planning and monitoring "head."

When last visited; the school had three such teams -- one fdr writing skills

text. As the teachers in this school were highly seif-motivated and

ambitious, invalvement in toles of responsibility, ieadership, and

communication enhanced their feeiings of ownership in the sthool.



euhatgﬁngie,Know About Ghanges Themselves’

In the PT! Study, researchers worked with the scﬁools or aistric staff
to develop a “Fén?iﬁurat1cn checklist," an Operationa1ized description of the
innovation in order to view the behaviors of teachers throughout the year in
relatien to the program deser1pt1en (Hall et al.. 1932, ﬁeek Sti'ge1° auer,
Hall & toucks, 1981). This process a116iea the research staff, program
&eveiéﬁers and facilitators to see ﬁéw well the a%agraﬁ had been understocd by
teachers in the nine study schools as well as how teacher behaviors changed a:
they beeame more praeticed with the 1nnevatien.

The High School Study examined the types of changes found fn the 30
schools throughout the country. B8y é&ﬁﬁ&risén, the ®TI study viewed teacher

" behavior 1bngitud1na11y reeet1ve to one specific change in the school The

well as by content. Aimest 211 of the éﬁiﬁﬁes were in some way directed fo
" the iﬁprevement of student schievement, or in response to contemporary demands
on schools for know]edge of eemputers. new business machines. drug awareness.
batter parenting, etc. The areas of curriculum and administrative planning
and 6r§iniiifibn were the types of Eﬁinﬁes found in the Eiﬁﬁési percentages of
211l types listed. Few changes addressed teacher or administrator behavior or

ﬁrdféssianai deve1opmentf Fewer still represent major reforms (Rutherford &

Another consideration in viewing the change in high schools wa’ the

source or impetus of the change and its relation to teacher response to the

change; of the changes viewed in the Ha Study. appreximate.y 71% came froi: a
source other than teachers: These other sources inciuded mainly lecal scheo]
and district administrators, and a few from parents, community, students and

coritextual factors. When all the known scurces were considered, district
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adninistrators accounted for the la.gest number of changes, followed by
collaborative teacher efforts, local school administrators and 1individual
teachers (Rutherford & Murphy, 1985).

Not unexpectedly. teachers were found 10 respand WmorE positively to

bettom up changes (87% by se]f—repart and 1nterv1ew, Hewever. when the
eﬁaﬁgés were top down, teacher reactions were still positive 52% of the time.

Also, not unexpectedly, changes that wers required received less positive
response than changes that were optiona] Further. viewing the degree of

major, moderate, or minor -- also had predictable outcomes. Teachers
responded more positively to changes that ware minor in degree than major.
Further. teachers were more positively inclined to changes not focused on

themselves. Uhen changes were targeted ta teachers; it drew a lower

perrentage of positive responses and a h1gher percentage of negative responses
than any other iafgéis (A1l data from Rutherford & Hurbhy. 1985).

Bf the five factors considered in teacher response o= soerce. required or
optiona1 degree. requ1rements for use, and the targot of the change -- the
one that drew the greatest reaction from teachers was the géu_i_rg of the
change. When the change was initiated by teachers, their reaction was
positive 86% of the time, neutral 7% and negative 7% of the time. when the
change came from other sources. teachers reacted pesit1ve1y 387 of the ttﬁe;
negéiiveiy 22% cf the time, were neutral 32% of the time, and had a mixed
response 8% of the time. While there may be meny reasons for this range of
response; 1t dees suppart the 1mp11eat1on that teacher 1nva1vement and
6inérs516 is an 1mportant element in a positive response to change.

Teacher response to change in the PTI Study was measured by the changes

in their concerns and levels of use over a year's time. As the PTI Study was
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focused on response to one innovation which was being 1mp1emented schoo]»w1de,
teachers' response might be as 1nu1cat1ve of the 1nformat1on provided &nd
actions taken by facilitators as it was a response to the characteristics of
the innovation itself.

Anotter si§ﬁ??icéni consideration in viewing the changes; is the ciérigg

of the innovation to teachers. Research done on Innovation Eon¥1gurat1ons

d1v1ded innovation descr1ptions into 1mp1ementat1on requirement, those things
ne’essary to Begfn working with the2 change ~- getting materials ready,
prov1d1ng training -- and the opera‘ionalized behaviors involved in becoming a
user of the <{nnovation (Heck, Stiege‘bauer, Rall & toucEs; 1981);
Implementatior requires actichs directed to both aspects. Often facilitators

provide the necessary setup but not the coachlng or problem-solving necessary
to clarify behaviors needed to make the program work. PTI study data
indicated that fac111tator 1ntervent1ons in the area of 6?66%6?65
organ%zat onai supports were consistent across all schools. In schools that
were more successful fn implementation, these setup activities were balanced
by 1nterventions directed to consultat1on, reffriforcement, and problem solv1ng

(Hord Huling, and StiégélbéUér, i983) Further; in schools that had greater
1mp1ementat1on success, the 1st cor 2nd CF worked to enrich or refine tezcher
understand1ng of the innovation as use was established over the year In some
schools, this was done by scquent1a11y 1ntroduc1ng, 1ar1fy1ng; and practicing

proBlem-so1ving ana consu1t1ng with individuals in need of help.

Implementin g Changg Variables: imﬁortani Considerations

The sections above describe some of the variables to ba cons1dered in
view1ng a change process and develop1ng 2 plan for facilitating that process

In summary, these variables include:



5)

7)

Who will pe primary leader in the éﬁiﬁéé 5F6éé$§?

What is the target of the change, what is the size of the unit of
change?

If the unit is large, what is the best strategy to make it a
manageable unit?

Who would be best suited for the role of Second CF, given the

innovation and the unit of change? In some situations, a curriculum

expert for the innovation, if receptive %0 teachers; might help
clarify and work through the innovation; in other situations, a
department head or in-schoo! lezder, accustomed to working with
staff, might better marshall teacher supyort.

Would a facilitatian team, involving teachers, be a good 1dea? If
so, who should it include, and row should it be organized and
wonitored?

What is the innovation? What is its source? What do teachers
know about 1t? What kind of concerns do they have about it?

How complex is 1t? How many other changes are going on?

What is the best way to provide clarity and reinforcement for the
chanige? Who should define it? How is it best expiained to

teachers?

A1l of Eﬁé%é considerations are site-specific. Leadership for change

. includes knowing not only the requirements of the innovation but the

characteristics of teaching staff, who might be available and responsible CFs,

and strategies for making the change manageable.

Thie research findings from the PTI and HS Studies point to the principal

as having a major role in leadership, especially in changes that irvulve the

whole school. The delegation of responsibilitiec to other staff, providing
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resources; including time for teachers to practice and adapt to it; support
and push for the change, dnvolved the principal. 1In schools where
implementation was more successful as determined Dy data or as nominated by

district e&ﬁ%ﬁiEtratorsi the principal had an active role in structuring,

the facilitators. Descriptive dsta from the high schools supports the
hypothesis that this pattern is an important one: Faci11tators in hioh
seheels also engaged 1n these same c1a551?1cat10ns of activities directed to
making their changes work:

A CONSTANT IN THE CHANGE PROCESS: INTERVENTIGNS

hcrti’f,:: E,l;, ’:7',::,,,,7
The purpose of this section is to discuss the act1ons which change

facilitators take in elementary and h.gh scheo?s in the 1mp1ementat1on

process. In cansidering actions for change, two major components are
é%seasséa. game plan components and system feedback. A éeﬁer61 &eétriptipn
of the intervention components which change facilitators typically use
prpvides the backdrop for vignettes from both the e1ementary and the h1gh
school. Feur brief case studies from e1ementary and h1gh schools that were
part of the PTI and HS research are then presented, illustrating the role and

interventions of facilitators who were effective in implementing change.
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A Game Plan

Change masters, says Kanter (1984), understand the crucial paradox of the
change effort: “there needs to be & plan, and the plan has to acknowledge
that it will be departed from" The plan, departure from it, and the
restructuring of the plan are the rubric which direct the actions of the
change facilitator during the implementation process. The PTI researchers

giscovered a tyclical pattern in the actions of principals who were "change
masters.* First, they had a vision of their school which became the plan:
The plan was then carried out iﬁfbﬁéﬁ the actions they took. Finally, they
monitored the effects of these actions to allow for effective restructuring of
their plan:

The plan, or Siﬁé plan, utilized by principals in the PTI study was an
overall dé§€gh for the interventions reguired to imBiéméhi the change in their
stﬁebis; In ééVéibp%ﬁg this game plan, these principals considered all
aspects of the implementation effort and a1l persons both directly and
indirectly involved with the change effort (Hall, et al., 1983; Rutherford,
Hord & fhurbér; i§§d). In addition, these plans were found to have four major
game piaﬁ components which directed the prineiﬁai in providing leadership in

activities which supported the teachers in instructional improvement. These
specific game plan components, part of the intervention taxonomy developed by
the RIP program from PTI and other data, are:

1) developing supportive organizational arrangement,

2) training;
3) providing consultation and reinforcement; and

4) monitoring and evaluating (Hall & Hord, 1984).
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When the ehsﬁgé facilitator pdt all four of these game aiaﬁ E&ibonents into

to the PTI data (Ha11 et al., 1983). Figure & depicts the game plan
CDWpOﬂentS definitions. descriptors. and examples. The follouing i1lustrates
these game plan components througﬁ vignettes from the PTI and Phzse Il High

School Study:
Developing supportive organizational arran gements are the nuts and bolts

- of the change process in which the change facilitator keeps the organizational

lechanism well-oiled so that the change can work in the system. This game
plan compoﬁént Féirégéafg the logistical requirements which assure that the
organizational mechanism can accommodate the innovation A high school

principal wanted to provide the time for tﬁe assistant principals and

aéaarfnéﬁf heads to assume {nstructional ieadersﬁip roles; their time,
however, was consumed by paperwork leaving little time for direct contact
with teachers in a faciiitative capacity The principal in this particolar
high school allocated more instructional support time to this ]eadership team
through streamlining the “administrivia® of the school. She acquired a
personal computer system necessary for creating ] record management system for
routiie paperwork This action by the principal was an organizationa1
arraﬁgénéﬁf ﬁﬁicﬁ gaaé the requisite time to the other members of the
leadership team to directly support a new instructional program.

In contrast. an elementary school principal attac&ed a specific problem

Sy arra nging organizational support. In  her impiementation efforts
gurrauﬁaiﬁg a district-sponsoFEG math preogram, she discovered that teachers
were not usiné the instructional math kits because the kits were neither
organized nor coordinated with the scope and sequence of the math program.

The principa] faciiitated use of the math Rits by recruiting parent volunteers
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FIGURE
OEFINITION DESCRIPTORS EXANPLES

GAME PLAN COMPONENT GPC's are the six major™ Clusters all interven-
functional clusters ~ tions into functional
of {nnovaticn-related groupings.
interventions.

Covers the entire time
period of the change
DIOCESS.

Inclides al1 actors

and events,

In combination: covers
all interventions of
the qame plih.

6 1: Actions taker to Covers logistical and  Hiring new staff, _
sveloping develop policies; scheduling activities:  Seeking/receiving: funds.
Supportive plan, manage staff, Includes planning and  Providing innovation-
Organizational tunds, restructure decisfon-making. about related equipment.
Arrangements roles and-provide the change process,

space, materials, schedules and people,

9.

establish and main-
tain use of the
{nnovation,

GPC-2: Actions taken to develop Covers formal organized  Holding workshops,
Training positive attitudes; training activities. Mode11ng/demonstrating
. knowledge and skills : o S
in_relation to innova- . May be provided for Observing and providing
tion use, through users, administrators feedback related to a
formal, structured or others; pre-specified task,
and/or_pre-planned ] o
activities, Is normally scheduled
and announced in advance,




LE

DEFINITION DESCRIPTORS EXAMPLES
WCB Mﬁmsﬂﬂm?ﬂmn 1smwmumcmwﬂhg rolding briet conversa.
Providing cratic, problem-specific, and coaching users/ tions about how 1t 1s
Consultation targetted at an indivi-  non-users, going,
and Reinforcenent dial or snal) grodp) B
taken to encourage and s typlfled by one-on-one  Facilitating a problem:
to assist individuals  problem solving and solving group,
in solving problems informal haring of tlps,
related to {nnovation Providing "confort and

{mpTementation.

caring” sessions,

Henitorvng !
Evaluation

Actions taken to gather,
analyze or_report data

sbout the trplenentation
and outcomes of a change

Includes formal and
{nformal assessments;
Includes assessment,
analysis interpretation
and feedback,

Aiayzing pre-past Tearner
assessments;
l&ﬁiﬁiéfeiiﬁg end-of -
workshop questionnafre,

Conferencing with
teachers to Survey how
the new program {s qoing.

Fron HaT1 and Hord, 1984, 265-286.
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to unpack the kits, and providing a substitute teacher so that teachers had
additional planning timé to coordinate the instrictional materials with the
program. Thrcugh this action; this elementary school principal both solved a
logistical problem and facilitated the use of the matn materials. Actions by
principals which provided the mnecessary organizational support for the
innovation were found in both the elementary and high school studies.
Training is usuélly a more formal intervention by change facilitators.
Typically, it involves werkshops or demonstration lessons which are scheduled
in advance. Two vignettes from elementary schoois provide examples of ways in
which effective change facilitators used workshops and demonstration lessons
in tandem to support specific fnnovations in their respective schools. First;
a principal in a r&pidly expanding elementary school, 1in supporting and
implementing a district-sponsored pupil menagement program, personally

provided the training to the faculty for one hour each week. He gave further

modeling the behavioral management techniques to teachers with students:
Next, in a West coast eiementary school, a principal facilitated the writing
program innovation sponsored by the school district. He commissioned & few
teachers to attend a district-wide workshop regarding the writing innovation:
As a result of teachers' positive response to this workshop, he juggled school

resources to bring the workshop leader to the school, which piqued the

implementation process: Both of these prircipals provided support for the
innovation by sponsoring workshop and training sessions to meet the specific
needs of their schools. |

Providing consultation and reinforcement are idiosyncratic actions which
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These often occur in brief conversations or problem-solving sessions between
the change facilitators and fncividual or small groups of users. It also
classroom, or an informal meeting in the teachers' TYounge providing
consultation and support for teachers' use of the instructional inncvation.
One effective »igh school principal describes her ongoing support and
consultation with teachers as “high touch.” She translates this concept into
actions such as circulating in the hallways and teachers' lounge to talk with
teachers about finstruction. She also dra’ts handwritten notes to teachers to
thank them for a job well done. She feels this ongeing parsonal touch allows
hzr to have instructional contact with teachers on an ongoing, informal basis
which communicates the importance of the instructional program.

A “changs master" elementary schoo! principal took actiens which
supported the district-mandated writing program. He modeled the process of
writing by generating his own stories, which he typed in his office. He then
visited classrooms to read his stories to children and teachers alike. The
principal used his stories as the springboard for conversing with teachers
tbout implementing the writing process in the classroom: Both of these
principals were encouragers: they acted in ways which reinforced the use of
the innovation, and each in their own way was a consultant to the users.

onitoring and Evaluating. When & CF conducts formal and informal

assessments, such as obscrving or conferring with teachers, assessing learner
outcomes, and administering end-of-workshop questionnaires, he/she is

monitoring the effects of his/her actions on the change effort. Often the

procedures. For example, in one high school, both the principal and the

assistant principai were responsible for the evaluation of the teachers. They
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performed this task twice a year, and after the evaluation, the principal or
the assistant principal had a conference with the teacher in which they
provided feedback about the instructional program. This was a formal
monitoring procedire. However, in another high school setting, during the
initial impiementation efforts, the principal consulted with the early
adopters of the innovation on a frequent basis so that these teachers would
serve as models for the later imnovation adopters. These early adopters had
to resolve many initial problems in making the program work. Monitoring this
process allowed the principal to anticipate the needs of other users.
generally, monitoring and evaluicion occur through wisiting classrooms,
supervising implementation efforts, and by iistening carefully to teacher
comments and discussion in personal and group interactions: In some instances
where there was more than one facilitator, the principal or primary CF would
be responsible for more formal monitoring, while the Second CF would monitor

the-progress of individuals in a formative, problem-solving way. They would

use both forms of monitoring to revise their implementation game plan. Having
formal and informal processes of monitoring and evaluating available allowed
facilitators to continually cssess the outccries of the change effort.

Feedback on the System

As the researchers from the RIP Program analyzed the data from the PTI
study, they discovered that the change facilitators (principals and others)
who were successful in implementing the change not only had a plan which they
translated into actions, but they also restructured their plan when necessary.

is the 1ink detween the change facilitator anc the ongoing interventions which
the change facilitator takes in the implumentation effort.  Through
observations and conversations, the change facilitator receives frequent input
45
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about the change effort. Once they have réceived this information, there is a
period of reflection in which they evaluate the original plan and reformulate
if required:

the process, train, reinforce and problem solve, and monitor results. This
problem-solving activities and monitoring again.

It is the use of this cyclical process which most obviously ceparates the
effective from the ineffective change facilitators. An elementary school
principal was implementing a district-mandated school math program. Her
initial goal was to implement the entire math curriculum change during the
- first year; however, on obtzining fesdback from observations in classrooms and
- conversations with the ‘eachers; she found that to have teachers develop
- objectives for the scope and sequence of the program was a more realistic goal
. for. the first year of implementation efforts. She revised ner ipian so that
adapting the materials to fit the curriculum became a second goal:

An example from a high school is a summer project begun by the principal
adorn the walls of the school after the first summer, however, helped the
program to grow into a whole school beautification program.

Each of these principals understood the rubric of the change process --
planning, acting, and restructuring. In the actions which change facilitators'
take for change, the critical aspects of having 2 game plan and obtaining
feedback from the system are part of the repertoire of principals who are

effective change agents.
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The following are brief case studies of change in four schools, two
elementary and two secondary. A1l of these schools were effective in their
change efforts. The principal played a major role in each school, either as

a part of the plan for change. The =nnotations to the right provide a
complementary sketch of the change process in the school in terms of the

- change varfables discussed in this paper -- facilitator pattern, units of
change, and game plan components.

Change in Action: Four Annotated Case Studies

Wiliow School

Witlow 1s a_large, expanding elementary school which KEY
serves approximately BOD students in K-6 with a staff of i :
43 teachers, one principal, and one assistant principal: 55 Prj?FjPél 77777777
The community in which the school is located is basically . Assistant Principal

Department Head

. Teacher

‘Student.
Change Facilitator
Game Plan Component

middle class and Anglo. Hispanics comprise 2% of the -
student population, and Blacks about 15%, most of these g
students being bussed from inner city. The school is
fourteen years old and has been served by the same 6PC

(]
-
"

principal during these years. Tenure of the faculty
ranges from 1 to 12 years, with mcst of the number in the

4-8 year range. There is a general feeling in the sckool

and at the district level that Willow School is a good
school with few problems.

. Facilitator Pattern. There are only two formal Primary CF =
administrative positions in the schooi,; the principal and
the assistant principal. The principal is_the visible Second CF =
leader recognized by the faculty. He delegates both “>SC€ONC

responsibility and suthority to the assistant principal: Other CFs

Once this basic responsibility is delegated, he does not
interfere, but he does monitor &nd consult relative to 7

task expectations. 7N I\\\ \\\
~ For each grade 1level, there 1s an informally /éi;::\\ /é/Fer. /6:;er

designated leader and the two principals use these  Teachers Teachers Teacher:
teachers as Communication 1inks with other teachers at the
varfous grade levels. However, there is a considerable

amount of direct contact between the principals and the

teachers. Despite this delegation of responsibility, the
principal is the instructicnal leader in the school.

42




Willow 5chool, and both of these changes are mandated by
the district. The first of these is a behavior management

chanie Two major changes are being implemented at

program and the second innovation is the new math program.
The principal is the primary facilitator for both

programs.

_Interventions. The ‘principal has a good working

knowledge of his faculty. Through classroom observations:
discussions with individual teachers, and from other

facilitators in the building (assistant principal and

informal grade leaders) he knows how teachers teach in

their classrooms. The principal does more than collect

information about the classroom performance of his
teachers. He acts on it, usually in a supportive way.

Arrangements for the 1n-school math consultant and

encouragement for teacher attendance at the

district-sponsored math workshops are two ways in which

the principzl encourages adoption of the math innovation.

In another d{nstance, he and the assistant principal
investigated a complaint by the teachers regarding the new
math program, discovered they were correct, and contacted
the district personnel responsible for remedying the
problem. ~In_addition, the principal {s providing the

program:

Summarz ) L -
. Willow School has an identifiable leader, the
principal, who uses the available school resources to

facilitate the change process. Among these resources are
the key school personnel.  He structures the

responsibilities for the instructional program so that

adequate monitoring and support is available. He uses the

critical game plan components in intervening with the
staff to facilitate change.

George ﬁasni;gton Carver High Schoo!

George Hasﬁington Carver High School {GWCHS) is an

inner city comprehensive high school with a student

population of 2,500 and a faculty of 135. Although the
faculty 1is racially balanced, the student population is
99% black with almost 50% being poor. There is a _high
mobility rate among the students; however, the staff and
the principal have remained relatively stable over the

last decade: The school has experienced frequent

demographic changes during the last ten years, and it is

this phenomenon of community change which undersiores the
continuing commitment of GWCHS to school improvement.

,”,FaC111.ator Pattern Tho organization flow ehart at
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responsibilities. Adwministrative staff and teachers
report that there are procedures which 311 staff follow in

~_ The assistant principals share in the instructional
leadership with the principal, while department heads have
responsibility for the curriculum planning, budget
allocations; and teacher supervision in their respective
departments. = The _ leadership team which includes the
assistant principals and the department heads meets in

regularly scheduled cabinet meetings. However, the school

leader is the principal and the assistant princijals are

second in command.

~ Change. Changes at the building leve! at GWCHS are
in response to meeting the needs of the changing student
population. The primary goal of the principal at GWCHS is

specific objective is to decrease the number of students

who score below the 50% on standardized achievement tests.

This_change effort is viewed as an all-school effort, in
which all faculty members and administrative leaders share
a responsible part.

A tandem effort in the change process to improve
academic achievement is the school beautification project;

begun several years ago by the principal in response to

the poor image of GWCHS, both within and outside the
school. As a result of the continued summer efforts of a

small cadre of students, faculty and the principals, the
halls of the school are dominated by fifteen-foot murals.
These murals have become a focal point of the change
effort: they serve to motivate staff and students alike
for the school beautification project and are the

beginning of the principal's long-range vision for the
school.

~_ Interventions. There is an underlying structure to
the way in which this principal goes about the business of
effectively leading the school. Several components are
readily apparefit in his game plan to accomplish his goal.

Among the more salient feaiures of his plan for school

improvements are the estabiishment of policies and

procedures, ad hoc change teams, the articulation of

goals, and the development and implementation of
strategies to accomplish these goals.

The principal's primary goal is to improve the
academic achievement of students: He sees this as a long;
slow building process; however, he understands that

increments of progress must be made edch year to actualize
his goals. It is his underlying belief which guides the
plan. He articulates this belief by stating that students
are the school's best asset, and that 21! students have
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_the potential to achieve. He adopts a pragmatic approach:

"the principal _ states the yearly goal and develops 2

two-pronged plan. First, ne examines the avaiiable

resources and accentuates the school's strengths in the

improvement process. Second, he establishes specific
goals which are reachable and Ittainable. His vision for
school {mprovement becomes a series of utilitarian
strategies with defined objectives which can be
communicated to staff and students.

What are some of the components which he uses in

accomc1ishing his goal? He creates an ad hoc change team

comprised of teachers, assistant principals, and other
staff members. He selectively marshalls his resources,
and he {ignores the organizational plan in the
iipleméntitiéﬁ ﬁréeéssa

fbrmal procedures are known and followed by both

administrators and teachers. (verall, the principal

adheres to both district and scheol pclicy for managing
the school; however, he handles the change process
différently. when the principal intends to 1mm1ement )
change,; he seleetive]y enlists the support of others. He
chooses a smell cadre of staff and consuits with this

. group during the change process. It is as if the formal

_procedures are in place for institutionalized events, but

_the change process requires a different approach =- the
creation of an ad hoc change team.

Summary. The principal at GWCHS is a eentradiet1on.
for he 1s tEe push behind the change effort in the school

and uses creative insubordination when policy prevents the

actualization of his vision for the schcol. But he is a
leader who also considers school policy. The salient
characteristic which makes some sense of the
contradictions is the principal’s vision for the school.
He believes that academic achievement is & possibility for
811 students. It is his plan to accomplish his goals:

reference to the principal. His role is perhaps best
explained when considering the students. They are the
focal point of the school and the principal 4s their
primary advocate in that thé,chahgés,hé;1iwléments and
initiztes are fer the benefit of students. . It is this

belief in the role snd function of schools which appears
to define the principal.

Mimosa

~_Mimosa Elementary School 1s located 1in the
southeastern coastal region of the United State in a

45

543

GPC 1: Policies & Pians

GPC 1: Comnunicates
Expectations

6PC 1: Staffing

GPC 1: Delegating
and Appointing
~ Roles
GPC 3: Conmsulting
With Staff

Principal Role




Targe; diverse school district, but serves a primarily
middle-class non-minority population. The twenty-six year
old building which houses self-contained classrcoins and a
special education resource room is staffed by 28 faculty

members who are veteran teachers. The 550 students are
mostly non-minority, middle-class children: approxir tely

73% of the students are white, 22% are black, 4% Hispanic,

and a few are Asian. JNone of the students are eligible
for Title 1 funding; however, a small percentage of
students participate in the federally subsidized lunch
program. The student population at Mimosa is relatively
stable. Students' achievement scores on standardized
tests are above the national norm.
- Facilitator Pattern. The principal describes herself
as a task-oriented manager who delegates responsibilities
to the other leadership team members. She monitors the
progress of the team on a frequent basis. The team, which

math coordinator; 1s highly {nteractive; so it s

difficult to assess the origin of fdeas. However, it is
apparent that the principal is the team leader and that

the other team members 100k tc her for advice, guidance,
and approval.

- The delegation of tasks is often accomplished through
discussion and consensus; however, the principal does not
delegate responsibiiities unless the task is fully

discussed and clearly understood. The staff reports that
the principal's expectations are clearly understood and

that she knows what occurs in the building at all levels.

: Change. Change in the Mimosa Elementary School has
bééh;*”ﬁéatéd by the district office. The unified math
curriculum is an example of a mandated change which the

school has adopted: The procedures to implement this

curriculum, however, have been adapted to meet the needs

of the school. It is the process which the Mimosa school
uses in implementing the unified math program which
denonstrates the way in which change occurs in the school.

~ Interventions. A description which highlights the
chznge process {s feedback. The leadership team, strongly

influenced by the principal; sought feedback abcut the
degree of program implementation from the staff. They
adapted the implementation process to facilitate adoption

of the unified math curriculum. They accomplished this
through several strategies. First, the principal
discovered that the teachers could not implement all
program components during the firet year. Next, the
principal found that the supplemental materials were not
used in the program:. Through conversations with ather
members of the team and teachers; she uncovered some
organizational _problems with the materials. The
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utilization of parent volunteers and a permanent
substitute teacher soived this

aspect of the problem.

Throughout the process of solving the problem of low usage

of the supplemental kits in the classroom, the principal
continually sought feedback from the other team leaders
and teachers. She sought to account for thz major
concerns of the teaching staf® in apglying remedizs to the

problem.

Mimosa. She 1is viewed by staff ==

Summary: The principal is the push behind the change
effort  Tn—

administrators and teachers -- as knowing what happens in
the school. She sees herself as the instructional leader
who relies on a leadership team to work with her in
facilitating the school program. The principal expressed

no grand schemes for school reform. Rather, she attempted

to implement district-mandated programs, but adapted the

process of impiementation to meet the unique needs of her
school. Ir addition, she saw the facilitation of change
as a process which required sensitivity to the needs of
the 1instructional staff for successful and long-term
implementation. Her efforts in the change process at
Mimosa became a sequence of utilitarian straiegies to
accomplish the goal of eventually instituticnalizing a

curriculum innovation:
Aﬁéiiﬁii&éwﬁigﬁu5éﬁéb1

~ Northside High School is a thirty-year-old school
designed originally for a rural population which is now

growing at the rate of 200 students a year. The teacher

group is a new, younger faculty directed by a principal

who has been at the schocl for two years. The community

which Northside serves 1{s a middle=class suburban
community of transplanted professional families who are
relatively uninvolved in the schocl.

Faeilitatatgfattéiﬁ The principal has aBOptea the

participatory mznagement program es;oused by the school

district. The three assistant principals serve as the

second change facilitators, and there is a rotating group
of students and teacher representatives who serve on
advisory committees. However, it 1is clear that the
principal is the school leader who assumes the role of the
primary change facilitator. He is supported by a steering
comnittee of teachers and an advisory council of both

teachers and students.

e; The change at Northside is the rapid change
in the student population. Projected enrollment figures
for the district indicate that this school will gain_-as
many as 200 students yearly for the next five years. The
district has set as a school priority the development of a
structured response system to this increase in students.
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One suggestion for this is the use of a participatory
management  system that would allow for  better
communication between teaehers and aeiiii'n'lstration. The

 Participatory management has taken the form of a Unit of Change: Students,
student/teacher  advisory group and establishing Teachers, Departments,
school-home communication. The,purpose of this change is Parents

to ensure that the s&csdemic achievement of the students

remains -constant despite the contfnual change in the

student bed_y.

‘[ﬁewprincipal ﬁas used Botﬁ _the
parttcipatory management _and scﬁool-cmunity relations as

a springboard to effect school change and to maintain GPC 1: Planning

* academic achievement. He relies on the input from both

the faculty steering committee and the student advisory
committee tc make decisions. He then works with both of
these groups in conjunction with the other members of the
change facilitation team -- the assistant principzis in

plarning. -

In conferring with teachers, he writes an evaluat'lon GPC 4: Monitoring
of their performance and then asks the teacher tn write an
evaluation of his principal behaviors. Both evaluations
are then wused in -structuring professional goals - and
objectives  for the teacker and the _principal ---2l1l of ___ _ o ,
which hinige on student growth and achievement: Further, GPC 3: Listening to

he -supports teachers' concerns about the change by ©  Concerns;
allowing them access to himself or others in roles of Consultation with
responsibility to express problems. He will discuss and Teachers

develop a plan for these problems with the steering group -
and communicate the result to the school or individual GPC 1: Renewal of Plan;
rapidly. This has been a significant help in gaining Communicates New
teacher trust in the process. Plan

replann ng and problem solving. This principal involves
some of the individuals the change is affecting most --

teachers and students == 1in planning the school's

s;uuiu_ari. Change. at Northside reqmres aimogg gaﬂg

response.
CHANGE IN ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS:
CONCLUDING COMMENTS
This document brbvi&é an overview of many of the “search findings

wh1eh the RiP team has developed from their stud1es of change 1n schools
dunng the last E!ecade of research, Schools successﬂﬂ 1n 1mp1ement1ng change
(whether elementary or high Séﬁdéis); had a set of identifiable stiéfégiés
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targetting tﬁe imﬁiéﬁéﬁéﬁi process: A primary change facilitator assumed the

major role and responsibility for implementing the innovation. A m ﬁ*jbr part
of this person s responsibility was developing a plan of action and
marshalli:  the school's' resources to carry out the plan. Tﬁrough the
formation of a change facilitation team; the plan was put into action. This
leadership team was comprised of a second change facilitator and unit leaders
who carried ocut the game plan for implementing the innevation The primary
change fae111tator acted as the overseer and monitorea the system so that the
necessary restructuring of the plan could occur: In both elementary and high

schools, the successful 1mp1ementat10n of an 1nnovation 1nc1uded a cyc11ca1

actions surrounding the change effort, and revised the game pian when

necessary
© The case study examples 111ustrate some of these findings While the
case studies include a number of different kinds of innovations, in each case
there was a primary facilitator and other facilitators iéiiﬁg to structure and
manage the change. These facilitators had slightly different roles depend1ng
on whether it was an elementary or seeondary school and what the innovation or
change was. In Willow School, an elementary school, the second CF was the
assistant pr1nc1pa1 who took on the role of working more closely with teachers
to implement the math program. Another impertant facilitator in that scheo1
however, was the grade level leader, who worked intimately with the second CF
to solve problems and consult with other teachers about the imnovation, At
Northside Hiﬁﬁ School, the school management team worked together to develop a
strategy for dealing with the change, an ongoing grawth in student population.

Implementing that strategy was the role of department heads and assistant
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help teachers adjust and accommodate that change. It is difficult to say
within this system whether each of these are second EFs for tﬁeir areas or
whether it js the team as a whole that is the second CF: Each, however,
worked to fulfill this role in terms of the actions they took with teachers.

Each school cited in the case studies provides examples of the

" interventions taken by facilitators in implementing the changes they were

woriing w1th Regardless of level* elementary or high school, change; or the

facilitators involved, comparable kinds of actions were engaged in. Further,

these actions fit the game plan components described earlier. Rhile in each

school, {nterventions directed to supportive orgarizational arrangements,
training, and monitoring were present. the consultation and reinforcement
interventions pcoped to be espéciélly important to the success of change in

each case. ih*s* 6PC 3 1nte,yeitions were typically engaged in by all

area. 1In George Washington Carver High School; the cadre of staff selected by
the principal as an ad hoc change team worked individually and in small groups

with teachers to enlist their aid for the school Beaﬁtification program iﬁ

usefulness of their materials in order to improve the situation. Both of
these actions contributed to gaining staff support for the change.

As these case studies and our research illustrate. the actual process of
change and the role and function of the various "actors" in change is more
similar than dissimilar in elementary and high schools when it is accomplished
in an effective manner. There are, of course, some differences. The size
differential between these two schools alters the structure of the change

facilitation teams: The departmentalization in the high school typically has
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a unit leader in the department head role. This unit leader function often

must be created or appointed in the elementary school: The iaraér size of the

high schools often requires more active change facilitators and the

construction of more discrete, manageable units in which change may occur:
Finally, this size differential may influence the role of the school
principal, At both levels. effective principals must sanction and support the
change effort, and they will typically be active and visible facilitators. In
larger schools (and many elementary schools are larger than high schools) the
principal will 1ikely have more people involved in the leaaership team and
dele g"e more responsibilities. Because departments in high schools have a
certain aegree of autonomy not accorded to units within an elementary school,

. principal involvement. In elementary schools. the effective principal is more

likely to be involved in any and all changes.

. Effective change at either the elementary or the high school is guided by
several principles.

. It requires a leader who sanctions and supports the change

. It requires the use of a team of change facilitators.

w N b |

improvement process.

3. It requires monitoring of the system s responses to the
implémentation stratégiés;

Dlén strays off target;

Accomplishing change, especially complex change in schocls, is no easy task.



Research in schools where change has been accomplished successfully suggest:
that if the above principles are considered, the process of change is more

likely to have effective results.
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For more than a decade the staff of the Research on Imprevement prOJect at

intensively engaged in the study of the change process in school settings

throughout the United States. It gues without saying that the proress of

change in scheels carnot be studied in # neaningful way without attend1ng to

the role of teachere The purpose of this paper is to present the Tind1ngs and

insfﬁhis we have im our research that relates to the rola of iéachérs
in change. Muve . 1, the paper will address the issues of typical and
ppssihié teac..r . the cevelopment, initiation and continuation of
change.

Typical Roles of Teachers in Change

"I Don't Knew? Syndrome

As one nart of our research efforts we regularly assessed the way in which
teachers were actualiy involved in the use of a aarfiéuiar innovation. To do
this a focused interview format was used that permitted the determination of a
pars cicular Level of Use for each teacher (Hall, ibﬁcks; Rutherford & ﬁéwiéve;
1975; Loucks, Newlove and Rall, 1976). One question in this interview asks the
teacher to préjeéi forward and tell now they see themselves being involved with
the innovation in the future (or next year). The total number of Level of Use °
interviews we have conducted is estimated to be in the 1,000 range: Out of al

of these interviews one answer freqtently given in response to the questvon

about future use is "I don't know; the (ﬁiiﬁéiﬁ&i; supervisor, SUperinien&éni;

or some other superordinate) has not yet told us." In some cases the response




is stated as a known, “The (name of superordinate) has said we will - - - ¥

In either case the message being conveyed by the teachers is that they Beliévé

their future in relation to the innovation is determined not by them, but by
some superordinate Hany times they don t even Rnow which superordinate or

administrative level is responsibln for making the decision Bout the

This Too Shalil Pasc

Cut of the many interviews and other data collection efforts directed by

the R&DETE researchers there has emerged another common teacher reaction to
their involvement in the particular chanéé Teachers are reluctant to take any
change too seriously or to invest in it too much energy for they know from
importance of the innovation is diminished as other innovations are intrecduced.

This type of teacher reaction is certainly justified given the reality of
how change is bften handled by schools and school districts 1. was not at all
the same time: Additionally, they might expect that each year they would be
asked to implement at least one more change If findings from research on
change has taught us anything it is that teachers (or other persons for that
matter) just cannot effectively implement these rapid fire" innovations,
particularly if;they are at all complex (Rutherford; Hall & Huling; 1983; Hall,
_ 1975; Hall, 1979). Changing an organization is a process that requires not
Sust months but years to accomplish

Given this nonsensical approach to change in schools it was understandable
that teachers frequently did not treat the eaaﬁges seriously. To maintain
emotional and professional equiiibrium it was necessary that they allocate
their time and energies carefully and not overcommit to every passing fad.

Thus, they often took the position that the change be*ng promoted at any given

o
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time would soon pass as many others before it had and, in fact, they were

This was a qusstion frédﬁéﬁtiy asked by teachers who were being asked to
make a change. As might be éiﬁé&féd; one group asking this question was those
teachers who were not accepting of the innovation. Until a year ago I would
have said these were iﬁé resistors of éﬁéﬁéé; However, a paper by Hen]o ii?éé)
has caused me to rethink tﬁ&t ﬁeéiiion He holds that humans actually seek
ehange. but what they resist is ISSS; If they peree1ve that by making the
change they might suffer losses of a personal or material nature then they will
resist the loss. Hhether 1t be resistance to Toss or resistance to change.

there are those teachers wﬁo questian change because they do not wish to

VH

*participate in 1t.

There 1s another group of teachers who ask the quest1on beeause they
'réélly wish to understand “why the change.” A sixth- grade teacher is asked to
1mp1ement a new criterion-referenced math program EVEry year for the 5i§i 5

years her students have sc0red an average of two years above the district
average on standardized math achievement tests: This teacher wants to know
what is ﬁrang with her math 1nstruction that requires that she change to a new
program. High School A is cons1stent1y ranked as one of the best in the state
and has even earnzd national recognition. When the teachers are asked to
1mp1ement a new instructidﬁal process patterned after Madeline Hunter's mode].
théy ask what is wrong with the1r fnstruction now and how will the new mode] ]
1mpreve 1t. It would be encouragwng if we could report that the group of
teachers who dd this kind of frank and professiona1 questioning was qu1te

sizeable. Un?ortunately, 1t was not as large as the resistor grOup or maybe it

just was not as vocal.

6y



:;:i: ﬁég

In tnis group of teachers are some who do not fit into any of the

previously described groups, but many aiso belong to one (or more) of the above
groups. The teachers in this group try to make it appear that they are doing
what the innovation and its facilitators expect them to do. This does not mean
that they are weak or dishonest teachers. Indeed some of the best teachers may
be in this group. Teachers who are willing to try new ideas and programs that
@ight impréve their teaching and who want to do what is expected of them may
find that the demands of multiple innovations prevent them from executing each
fnnovation as well as they would 1ike. Thus, they try to do or make do as best
they can. Perhaps it is too harsh to say these teachers are faking it, but to
be suré, their use of the innovation is less than genuine.

A sabgiaﬁb within this group 1§ characterized by their propensity for
fitting anything new into an existing mold: They will claim there is nothing
réai?y new in this innovation; a new name has been gi’véh to ébméiﬁ:iﬁg they have
done for years (or used to do years agn). Not only do they claim this but they
actually reshape the innovation so that s much as possible it does Fit with
what they have been doing all along. In this way they claim to be using the
innovation when actually they are not,or only minimally.

There remains cne small but Fiesty group that is quite candid about their
cover-up. For example; one teacher had her classroom filly adorned with all
the visible trappings of the inncvation. When asked about her use of the
innovation she said she did not use it at all; she had simply prepared her room
to make others believe she did. Others were not so clever in their aétéptiOH.'
but they would adnit to the researchers that they did only what was necessary

to make it appear they were using the innovation.
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The Sad Truth

From this brief and selected infort:ation one might draw many conclusions

about the current and typical role of teachers in the process of educational
change. The one canclusion” that was most vivid to the researchers, both frcm

ata (Rutherford & Murphy, 1985) and subjective impression was that teachers

[« 9]

are far more likely to be the recipients than the initiators of any change that
impacts more than their own classrooms. When recipients of change had little
or no input in the change process, and when change was thrust upun them with
littie forewarning, some esisted and some reacted positively, but the majority
responded with a kind of passive acceptance that this is just the way things
are done in schools.

Because charge is managed in this way, and because teachers respond as
they do (in a »astional, logical way), the cost and loss for American education
'has been massive. Biilions of dollars ' ave been spent developing,
‘disseminating and implementing programs that have vanished without a trace. in
most cases 1% was never known whether tic programs were effective or
ineffective beci:se they were implemented S0 poorly there was never a fair
assessment of the innovation before it was set aside for another new program:

But there has been more than a loss of money. The improvement of schools
and schooling, which is the ultimate objective of educational change, has
actually been impaired. As teachers have been faced with wave after wave of
changes they have developed the response patterns described above. For those
teachers who have experienced this for some yea™s it ¢s increasingly difficult"
for them to take seriously ary new program that 5 p-oposed. It is a credit to
teachers that they try as they do to be responsive to each inncvation:

Not only has teacher motivation and excitement for change been blunted,
the great amounts of time and energy the multiple changes have required of them
nas destabilized their movement toward true teaching improvement. Our research
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has estzblished that as teachers first confront an innovaticn they usually have
. high personal concerns and concerns about how to manage ¢  iange (Hall &
Rutherford, 1976; Hall, 1976): Although these concerns are typical

when faced with something new, they do direct the teacher away from concerns
that are more critical to teacher effectiveness, concerns about how to improve
student learning.

Our research has also shown that when teachers attempt to use 2 new
program it usuzlly takes quite & while--perhaps -« veral years--before they can
use it effactivety (Ha'%l, 1978; Loucks & Hall, 1979; Hall, 1979). This means
that diring thic [ime the teacher's et “sctiveness is reduced, and fo 1 teacher

vito has to erigage in one innovaticn after another, it means a continued

redistici of effect’veness.

A third and often overlooked negative consequence of the typical change
process is that it czuses educators and the public to believe that meaningful
educational improvement i: underwzy in our schools when it isn't. A iiéfiﬁ@
and description of all tnc programs they nave recently introduced is one way
schools and districts often use to show constituents what good things they are
counteiproductive for it keeps us from seeking true &nd 1i§fiﬁ§ solutions to

What has been described i to this point is the current state of the scene
relative to change and teachers' involvement. But the situation does not have
to be as it is. Teachers need not be just passive recipients of change, they
can be active initiators. And tnange can be a positive force for school .

improvement rather than a destabilizing force.
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Some Facts About Teachers and Change
Before moving to a discussion of how to improve the change process it is
of interest to at least note some of the things our research team has - ned
over the years about teachers and change. More than anything this information
dispells some oft stated beliefs.

For many years as we studied change in schools across the nation we

- of teaching experierce. rears of experience at that partic.le:  “hool and
number of years of educaiion completed. Never were we at . - gstablish any

kind of consistent relationship between these variables and outcome variables

their use of the innovation (Gébiéé & Rutherford, 1960).
x Older teachers were no more resistant to or accepting of change than were
% younger teachers: Neither did years of teaching experience or teacher gender
¢ predict teacher response to change. The nature of the innovation, the way the
- {mplementz:. on process was handled and the school's previous implementation
history were more influential than &ny of these demographic variables ¢

teachers' concerns about and uses of an fnnovation:

Since we studied both elementary and secondary schools it is possible to
Adnittedly these comparisons are more subjective than those just presented; but
because of the numbers of schools and teachers involved in our research, and
because the findings were subjected to the interpretation of our entire
research team, we feel they are sound. Secondary and elemantary teachers did
not differ markedly in their acceptance of or resistance to Eﬁaﬁ§é; High
school teachers were more 1ikely £o seek information abuut thc purpose, intent
and rationale for a particular change. This was due in part to the fact that
many of the changes they were asked to implement were directed at the




curriculum of their particular department and since they tended to believe
. themselves highly knowledgeable in their own teaching field, they were more apt
to give the innovation a careful look. Elementsry teachers; on the other hand,
were asked to make changes in the many areas in which they teach; and they did
not always consider themselves expert in every area. However, because
secondary teachers tended to consider changes more carefully did not mean they
were resistant to change. Data we collected does not support that contention
Another factor that is often discussed in connection with teachers and
change is teacher ownership of the change (Fullan, 1982). It is commonly held
that teachers will participate more eagerly in change if they are actively
involved in the development or selection of the innovation. Whiie there is

some evidence this may be true (Little, 1981; Fullan, I582); 1t s not possible
to develop widespread ownership of innovations that ar: <ivected ¢+ an entire
school district or even a single school {1f it is a large =ts. And meny
innovations are intended to be district wide o= to affect onc 6= mere xchools.
ihéﬁ the target population of teachers is so large it just is wci vcasic)u
to involve every teacher extensively enough to develop within each one a sense
of owrership. Instead a representative group * teachers may be selected for

in-depth participation in the innovation develsr .t process, or school leaders
may seek teacher iﬁbﬁi through some type of survey or other feedback mechanism.
While these approaches have th2ir value they definitely do not develop a sense
of ownership in these who not were meaningfully involved in the development or
implementation of an innovation. In fact; intensive involvement in innovatior.
development does not ensure ownership. More than one teacher iﬁa served on a

committee to develop a new program reported to our researchers that they had

become disenchanted with the work of the committee, usually because actions
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were taken with which they disagreed. Consequently, they opposed the
innovation and attempted to convince fellow teachers of its unworthiness.

The point of this discussion is that developing ownership, or establishing
a bottom-up change process; .is very difficult and very time consuming when
large numbers of people are the target of the change. Absence of teacher
ownership will be an abiding problem unless the district=wide or schoo)-wide
approach to school change that has typically been empioyed for the past two
decades is modified. It should be noted, however, that just because a change
comes from the top down it is not necessarily viewed negatively by teachers
(Rutherford and Murphy, 1985).

Im:-nvina the Change Process

It is not the purpose of this paper to explore the merits and
disadvantages of the top-down change process frequently used in educational
settings. Instead I will first discuss ways to improve that process and latar
will.discuss a viable alternative to the top-down approach.

Acceptance_in Lieu of Qwnership

Teachers usually represent a vital link in the change process
(vangznberghe, 1984). If they fail to use an innovation, or if thsy use it
poorly, then there will be no productive outcomes. Thus it is absolutely
essential that teachers be receptive to the change. The point has already been
made that when large numbers of participants are involved, developing universal
teacher ownership is not possible. It is possible; however, to create among
the teaching force a large number of effective users:

This can .e accomplished through the use of a systematic plan for
rac:l.tating the change that gives teachers priority consideration. The
Concerns-Bared Adoption Model (CBAM) designed at the RADCTE offers just such a
wlan (Hall, Wallace & Dossett, 1973; Hord & Rutherford, 1980).
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An essential first step in the CBAM is the estzblishment of a Same Pian
(Hall & Hord, 1984; Hord & Rutherford, 1980) which lays out the strategies and
tactics to be employed when impleme:ting the changs. This plan must recognize
that complex change is a process that requires time. Complex innovations will
likely require two or more years and then only if there is a strong staff
development program to support the teachers. During this time teache:'s should
not be expected o implement &ny other mandated innovations.

Included in the design of the game plan should be strategies and tactics
that make it clezr that the innovation is important; it will be an enduring
change and that effective implementation is expected. These steps are
necessary if we want to convince teachers that this fnnovation will not pass
away and that faking its use will not be acceptable. Establishing this kind of
clarity and certainty about the innovation is not intended to force or pressure
teachers into innovation use. Rather it is intended to sweep away any

ambiguity about the expectations of the school leaders regarding the

concern that it is just another hoax:
Setting forth the erxpectations i.r effective use of the innovation is an

important feature of the game plan. Rut if teachers are expected to use the
innovation effectively then there must be specification and ciarification of

_“"effective use:" To accomplish this the CBA! recommends the determination of
the Innovation Configuration for each innovation before it is introduced into
the schools (Heck, Stiegelbauer, Hall & Loucks, 1981). During our years of
research on school charge it was rare to find a situation where all partic
develcpers; facilitators and teachers (users) had a clear and common

understanding of exactly what was required or expected of users of the
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innovation. In the absence of any common agreement of what the user was to do

and how they were to do it, an innovation often became a variety of innovations
When innovation developers or facilitators first introduce an innovation

to teachers it is not at ail uncommon for them to tell the feachers something

to this effect: "0f course. we expect you will adjust the program to fit your

o

own classroom situation.” Berman and McLaughlin (1978} have . erred to this
usually teachers made some adaptations in their practice in response to the
innovaticn while adjusting the innovation somewhat to fit their practice.
While the practice of mutual adaptation may appear to be reascnable, it
‘can be detrimental to the success of the innovation, and it can be frustrating
- to teachers when it operates without guidelines. Use of the Innovation
- Configuration (IC) component of the CBAM can diminish if not eliminate both of
* the problems associated with mutual adaptation of an innovation. IC requires
that before implementatisn begins the developers and facilitators make precise
identification of all components or expzctations associated with the
innovation. For example, a criterion math program may include a set of

sequential objectives, supplemental teaching inaterials, a testing program, a

individualization bascd on test outcomes.

Once all components of the innovation have been identified, a next step in
the IC process is to decide which ones are essential to the success of the
innovation. These are the components that must be used. Along with this, the
latitude teachers have, if any, in adapting these rumponents mﬁsf be
established. For most innovations the developers believe there are certain

things that wust be done, and in prescribed ways, or the intent of the



innovation has been violated. These are the essential components. In addition
to the essential components there may be those that are desirable out nct
essential, and still others that are nice, but ciearly optional:

Once the IC has been developed facilitators and teachers can have a common
and consistent understanding of innovation expectations. This reduces teacher
frustration or indifference that results from ambiguity about what is sxpected
of them. It also makes it p~ssible to know if those things users must do to
make innovation succeed are indeed done, not just faked. More important, it
can assist facilitators in determining the kinds of assistance teachers will
need when implementing the change.

Develophent of the Game Plan and Innovation Configuration should occur in
advance of the introduction of the innovation. As the innovation is iitroduced
and the implementation plan executed, careful attention must be giver to the
individual teachers. In response to innovation implementation teachers vary
indiyidually just as students in any given classroom vary. They have different
kinds of concerns about the innovation, and their actual use of it will vary.
vandenberghe (1984) and others (Fullan, 1982) have found that teachers view
changes in terms of the consequences for themselves. If they perceive the
give greater attention to its use. Therefore, the Gz::x Plan a&nd Innovation
Configuration should relate the innovation to the wurk and needs of teachers in
such a way that teachers view the change as being practizal and of value.

The CBAM offers some easy-to-use procedures for assessing the S.ages of

Concern (Hall, George & Rutherford, 1977) teachers have about their involvement

Hall, 1976). With this diagnostic information about individual teacher

concerns and use of the innovation, facilitators can individualize the support



and assistance provided for teachers. Nhen teachers dc have this kind of

ultimately it promotes the effectiveness of the innovation. Additionally this
personalized approach to facilitation helps create a feeling fn a schoo! or
district that teachers are viewed not just as passive recipients of change but
as important individuals who are the essential ingredient in the change
process. When teachers are made to feel an important part of the change
process thuy are much more 1ikely to be accepting of the innovation and willing
to use it effectively:

A Different Approach

Change does not have tc come from the top down and teachers do not have to

be passive recipients of change. They can be developers, initiators and
Ymplementers of change. For this to happen several conditions need to exist.
First, policy makers and educational leaders must accept the fact that change
does .not have to occur at the district or school level or among large groups of
teachers to be meaningful. Second, school leaders must pror & and sanction

these levels have iiﬁiyi occurred in schools and are occurring now but they are
not often actively promoted or sanctioned by the leadership of the schoc®. As
a consequence the changes that are made by individuals and small groups many
times are inconsequential or they are short iived:

As a rasearch team our most fmpressive demonstrat¢on of how teschers can
be instrumental in change came during our two years of research on team
teaching (Rutherford, 1975; Rutherford, 1979; Hall & Rutherford, 1976;
Rutherford, 1977). We saw many teams where the teachers were 1avo ved i
change virtually on a caily basis--change they had initiated. These teachers

were constantly discussing and assessing the teaching-learning situation for
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tiic ~tudenis i“:y served. On the basis of _his collaboration they wou:? make
tacse sdjustment: they folt were necessary to better serve the learner.

The kinds of che:ges mads by the teams were not anlike those changes
typi.ally mandated fo= teachers by superordinates at the district or school
level: Changes made by the teams included the following: changes in
curriculum; changes in the way instruction was delivered; different approaches
to classroom management; changes in record keeping; changes in administrative
and management procedures; changes in schedule; and changes in the assignment
of themselves to particular teaching tasks: Clearly these teachers were
neither resistant to nor fearful of the changes they were making. Furthermore,
the changes they made were enduring. Once they initiated a change, tkey were
committed to it and persisted in it until they believed they had an even bettar
way oF doing it.

It must bo emphasized that these teaching teszms were not making
meaningless changes or changes intended to make their professional 1ives

member would then che:+ with the entire team what he or she had learned, and
how it might be used by the .:am to improve their work. Team members were
truly intent on becoming .etter and bettir teachers.

more teams to collaborate in the HEVEiﬁﬁﬁéﬁf and initiation of change. We

noted this happening most in the elementary schools, but it also occurred in




secondary schools between departmeits . Shen change is initiated by teachers,
how extensively and 77iictively 1 .- disseminated to cther teachers is
determined to a great extert by the degree of support and sanction the
Muscella, 1985; Rutherford, Hord, Huling-Austin & Hall, 1982; Hall, Rutherford,
Hord & Huling-Austin, 1983).

What we learned from our study of team teaching, and what others have
will be effective agents for change when conditions are right. Consequently,
we would recommend that school leaders give much greater emphasis to the
promotion and support of teachers as change agents. Certainly the cost is less
" than all the failed efforts to implement widespread mandated changes and the
potential for enduring improvement of the teaching and learning proce- in
schools s greater.

Concludi~ “omments

From vears of research in public schools it is evids . - &% school leaders

schoul improvement is through changes mandated by superordinates and directed
at en‘ire districts or schools or some other large unit within the district.
Unfortunately, the -available evidence indicates that this approach to change
has not Heen very successful. The enduring imnrovements that have occurred in
American public schools as a result of the myriad of changes that have been
introduced during the past 25-30 years are hard to find: Much money, much time
and much professional effort has left a very paltry legacy.

One wmajor reason for the failure or minimai success of many change efforts
is the fact that teachers have been treated &s passive recipients of change.
Change aftér change has beer introduced into schools with 1ittle or no serious
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consultation witr ~11 ¢ .chers involved, and with 1ittle preparation, training
and support for the changes. In spite of this, it has been assumed that
‘teachers would know exactly what they were supposed to do and would do it.

This paper suggests two ways this serious flaw in current change practices
practices, an improvement that acknowledges the critical importance of teachers
in the process and treats them accordingly. To do this it is recommended that
the Concerns-Based Adoption Model be used to guide the change process. This
model gives highest prierity to the <ndividual teacher and his/her needs in
relation to any change effort:

A second way to improve the change process is to establish conditions
within the organization that encourage teachers to become the initiators and
facilitators of change. When this occurs teachers have a commitment and
excitement to change that eliminates many of the diffic. cies associated with
the top-down approach to change. If this ic scct  scho. i leaders must
first encourage teachers individuaily and coiectively to develop their own
changes. This done. the leaders must sanction their efforts and provide the
suppor: needed to maintain the change. Finally; if it is desired that the
change be disseminated to other teachers, it must be facilitated by someone(s)
this role. Schoo! Teaders, even good ones, are not automatically qualified as
effective change facilitators:

Teachers are the essertial element in change regardiess of the process
that is followed. Unless their importance {s recognized and ré:pected, change:

in American schools will remain more fiction than fact.

2x
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~ INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF INNOVATIONS:
KNOWING WHEN INDIVIDUALS HAVE IT AND WHEN THEY DON'T
Shirley M. Hord
Gene E. Hall
Tt is ao secret that would-be sducational reformers for two decades
have tL2en fraught with frustration. A plethora of educational
innovations have been delivered to the nation's schosls, with generally
disappointing vesuits in terms of their outcomes for improving
affective, behavioral and cognitive Student gains. One result has been
clcser sc.utiny of proposed innovations and attention to better

successful innovation *mplementation.
For mo-e than - ':~*" . we &nd our culleagues have :tudied schools

hopefuliy would lead to greater ygains for students. One of the
imgartant results of our studies has been the identification and
verification of a set of vectors that can oe employed to diagnose,
monitor and guide the change process. In this paper, we nresent the
three vectors as & set of benchmarks for describinc fnnovation use;
importantly, we éibﬁiﬁ how they can be used also for determining if an
innovation -has be:nme established as regular practice or
"institutionalized."”

In the past, we have not had the means for determining if; or 40w,
individual users of an innovation have integrated it intoc their regular’
classroom pract.ce, and this dilemma has been frequently expressed in
the literature. Thus, we propose in this paper, a definition of

institutionalization which addresses this probiem. As a prelude,

however, we will briefly review the process of scheol change, empha-
81
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sizing its  subprocesses: assessment, adoption, initiation,
implementation and institutionalization. We will also provide an
overview of the literature, in search of .asights about
irstituionalization, giving particular attention to definitions of thi:.
ohase of the chiange process. Fnilowing that; we propose an cperaticnal

schema for defining and assessing institutionalization. We then

conclude with implice .- ‘or policy deterr 'natinn, intervention and
avaluation.

Change: Five Subprocesses

Although the change process in operation cannot be explicitly
portrayed as a iinear set of discrete phases, for purposes of practical
examination &axd for  discussion of the relationships of
institutionalization within the cnange process, it is convenient 1o do
s0. The phases do indeey fo'lcw in a sequerce, but they are ~yclical
" and irteractive, and one phase does not necessarily -.d befcre the next
begins.
Assess Present Praciice

A new program, process, or product--an innovation--may ccme to 3

whole faculty work together to generate the new practice:. Or, it may
arrive as a top-down mandate. In efither case, the innovatisn's arrival

results from a review of the school's (or larger unit's) current
performan-.. Relevant data may be broadly collected and analyzed to
identify strengths and weaknesses in the school's or district's academic

and non-academic programs and procedures; or, in a more focused way,
information may be sought only for a particular purpose. Whether

information gathering is broad or narrow, whether staff are w.cely ~=



modestly involved, a needs assessment is made and an area(s) in need of
im:rovement is identified.

Aoupt a Response

A second part of the change process focuses on the selection or
development of a response to the identified need. The response is often
accompanied by high expectations that it will “cure" the {dentified
weakness. Many schoois and districts currently are invest:ig a great

al of resources in the development of new curricula and other
inncvations; {n order to accommodate the needs and particularities of
the given schoo. or district context. Conversely, many schools and
districts are electing &n {innovation that is already produced and
packaged, albeit by commercial publisher; NDN; other schools. “istricts;
etc. In either case, an innovation is selected and a decision is made

to adopt it for use. We might just note here, that this rational

. brocess is not alwavs employed; in some circumstances inncvations are

why they ave neede:
Initiation

In most school change and iimpravement efforts, & gieat deal of
commitment and enthusiasm--on the pa-i of some individuals--accompanies
the introduction of the new practice. This fervor seems to accompany
the innovation as it is brought intc the system, and is the cause de
celebre. Not infrequently, the innovation 4¢s launched by the
organization or system's Chief Officer announcing {ts arrival and
extolling its virtues and goodness. The intended users are exhorted to
give the new practice a trial and efforts to develop user commitment -.e
stimulated. The organization is mobilized to accommodate and promote
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the innovation across the user system. The initiation rhase has been
analyzed, subdivided, discussed and abundantly describe¢ in the change

literature. There appear to be available many more examples of
initiating change 1in schools than there are of implementing (and
instituticnalizing) the change.
implementation

Because typical implementation activities 3eldom support ¢he

innovation us.rs sufficiently, th: implementation phasz, in retrospece,

is often declared a non-event. However, in successful change it is a
vital part of the change and imj-pvement nrncass: We have ieaned that
the implementation phase should be supported 5y a set of activities for
putting the innovation into practice, and as such implies skill training

and one-on-one probler salving interventions, designed to nelp the

individual learn tc use the innovation (Stiegelbauer, Muscella &
. Rutherford, 1986}. Thus, the provision of implementation assistancc is
critical. Translated into resosrces. this encompasses time, money,
additicral osrsonnel, materials--anc energy. Then just possibly, the
implementation phase may e fcllowed by inscitutionalization. However,
just as there are fewer examples of imnlementation thsr there are of
initiation, there are éven iess studies that focus on institutionali-
zation: |

Institutionalization

As noted, institutionalization has been little studied and it has
not been clear what it means in terms of the every day innovation

operations of the individual innova<ic users and their typical
classroom practice. Institutionilization is viewed as the goal of
change and the end result of the prior phases of adoption, initiation

84
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and implementation; however, it has been difficu)t to know .
institutionalization was reached, or if it was, and descriptions :-
analyses of this part of change have not been abundzrt.

We now turn to rthe brief literature on instituticnalizatior, this
phase of the schon' change process that appears so elusive.

ke .ing the Literature: A Short Past

given m:ch time or attention to the institvtioralization phase of change
efforts. Miles {1483) reviewed the literature to address the question,
why do some irnovations get “built iu" (page 14) to the 1ife of the
school, and others jus: disappeir. Miles' review is a useful one. Ard
although he ieports that the data about institutionalization are scant,
the reader is encouraged to refer tc his remarks zSout the wurk ef Yin,

Mile: spines that pa-t cesearch has gi7en unbalanced attention to "user

tural and procedural changes required for institutionalization" (page
16). This; fn Miles' research and anaiysis of the BFSSI Study
(Study of Dissemination Efforts upporting School Smorovement, Crandall
and Associates, 1982), he looked for organizational conditions that
supported institutionalization. These he conceptualized in a chart drawn
from the work of Yin and others (1978, 1979).

The chart is organized into three groups of factors. The first is

supporting conditions, such as “"operates on a regular, daily basis" and

“competing practices eliminated.” A second grouping is labeled passage

completion, organizational conditions such as "goes from soft to hard
85
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money” and “routines established for supply and meintenznce:" The third
category of Miles' chart of organizational conditirns that support
institutionalization is labeled cycle survival and inci.#=. factors such

as “survives annual budget cycles" and “survive: departure or

"achieves widespread use througho.t organization," (page 16) appears ¢o
us to be significantly imports: and we would wish to have this use
variabie defired. We believe, as Fullan and Park (1981) suggest, that
pecple (skills, beliefs) are often overlooked in the change process in
favor of gs  (matarials, guidelines). “People are muck more
dif - ¢al with than things, they are also much more necessary
for - «page 13). At the individual classroom teacher level, it
is ni e from Miles' chart how to know if “widespread use throughout
_orgar .cion* has been achievec.

An add? jenz? analysis by Miles resulted in the generation of a

warding off thresss: This useful model illuminates our understandirg of

tho variables irnvolved 1in institutionalization, as defined by
organizational conditions, user effort and {innovation vulnerability.
The analysis identifies factors thut contribute to or predict that
down." In this regard, Miies has increased our uncerstanding o® this

poorly understood phase of chang2.
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Berman and McLaughlin (1978) also {dentified factors affecting
implementation and continuation of dnnovations; these included the
project's (or the innovation's) methods, the project resources, the
climate and leadership (role of principal), characteristics of schools
and attributes of teachers (“"years of teaching, sense of efficacy, and
verbal ability,” page VIII), and district management capacity -~
support. How to ascertain, however, when the innovation has becq
"built in," has "settled down,"” and has become institutionalized, is ye:
a mystery.

Ekholm and Trier (1985) indicate that <: titutioraiization is a
"process through which an organization assimilates an innovation into
its structure” (page 2). Also focusing on the process, Van Hees
(forthcoming) defi-2s fnstitutionaiization as “"the process of survival
of the new practices and structures over time.” The "innovation must be
locked into the organizational setting »f the school and into the minds
of the users. It becomes part of the r~rmal day to day routine and is
not seen any more as something new or different requiring other
materials, skills, or attitudes." Van Hees laments that the question of
whether and when a new practice “has become a natural and persistent
part of the school is nct essy to answer. Some more objective measures
could be used hera.™

To sumarize; there is little in the literature on change that
directly addresses institutionalization. Most of what is available

focuses on the orocess, or what is required for the innovation's

institutionalization. As Van Heés suggests, there is a need for
measures “hat could be employed to know when one has reached institu-
87
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tionalization. We now turn our attcntion to this dilemma.
Perspectives_on Institutionalization
Various writers have viewed institutionalization as u process
leading to = condition or ~oint that has not yet been defined
saiiifettcmily, though a vari :: of perspectives have been brought to

the attempted definitions suggests "supports® and “threats®

(that the {nnovation h  .-5e-ic -ed and overcome on its way to

s

“built-in-ness,*) and as: - 10 the organizational structure is
suggested by Ekholm and Tr.. van Hees talks about the process of
"survival® and how different persons or groups may identify the moment
in time when an {innovation is institutionalized according to their
perspective. For instance, a school building administrator thinks “of a
new reading method as being fully institutionaified because it is part
of the w-itten ci-riculum, new material is brought and an in-service
training program is carried out" (page 58). On the other hand a teacher
implementing an¢ “oing exper nte with the new method" (page 58). Var
Hees suggests fu-:'er that anothc: teachcr on the staff may think “he is
not changing anything at all because he is doing everything the same as
before and nobody notices it or ~ays something about it" (page 58).

From the early rural sociology studies  on change,
institutionalization was viewed as the farmer planting hybrid cern seed
(a very simple and uncomplicated innovation) followed by coitinued
planting of hybrid corn seed. For the most part, the educational
reformers of the last two decade. have adopted a simila: simplistic view
and equated change and institutionalization with the presence of the
innovation materials in the classroom and the completion of inservice
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training. Unlike plarving seed, implementing and institutionalizing
educational innovaticns is highly complex.

Fullar and Pomfret (1977), however, brought new finsights to +the
urderstanding of curriculum imp.smentation (and indirectly institution-
alization) in their review of ctudies on this topic: They pointed out
that the user was an imgortant unit of investigation and that despite
organizational factors, how each individual was working with the
innovation was an essential variable to take into account. They cited
user behaviors; described by Ha1l and Loucks as Levels of Use (1977), as
important to making this assessment.

Subsequent to Fullan and Pomfret's review, sJditional work
described by Hall and Loucks fo:::zed on the parts of the inncvation that
the user was iﬁﬁiéﬁéﬁtiﬁg and adapting ns they put the innovation into
use in their own classroom. Thz :.~cept of Innovation Configuration
, (1978) made it possible to identi<y : .d describe operationally what the
innovation looked 1i¥e as it wa- “u; smented: ~itting some of these
perspectives together, Huling, Hall., = / 4 i.tserford (1983) in a

recent discussion of “implementation suc..sS," delineated a pro.ess for

an individual. This process makes it possible *o compare the amount of
innovation {implementation of a user across varying peints :« time,
compare one user against other users, compare a school against other
school units, and against other fnnovations:. Further; this process.
utilizes the same vectors that can be employed to measure and to
determine when an individual has reached institutionalization, and if

inetitutionalization cuntinues.



A New Definiticn of I-<titutionaliza+*‘on

Because the literature has not proviced an operai. . .® definition
of institutionalization at the indivi: :1 user leve!, we propose 3 way
to “efine and measure whether you “have it" in terms of the individual
user of an innovation. Whether we refer to this point in tine as
"built-in-ness," or “stabilization," or something else, the definition
can apply:
Pescriptions of Institutionalization

We propose to use, for the purpose of identifiing
institutionalization, three descriptive measures: 1) one
identifies how the user is feeling about, or reacting to the innovation,
and 2) one that describes how the individual is using the innovation
(these two vectors are “person" vectors) and, 3) a measure tLhat
describes the new program, process, or product in operaticn in the
_ individual's classroom practice \t"s "innovation" vector). Descriptions
of these concepts follow.

Stages of Concern. 5Stages ¢i Concern [So7) describes seven kinds

cf corcerns that individuals experience with varying intensities as the.
experience the change process (Hall, Wallace, Dossett, 1973). Taese
range from early concerns about "self,* to concerrns about "task," and
finally td concerns about “impact" (“igure 1). A reliable and valic
instrument for measuring Stages cf Concern, the SoC Questionnaire, as
well as methsds for interpreting the measures (Hal!, Gecrge &

Rutherford, 1977}, have been developed.
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Figure i

~ S7AGES OF CONCERN:

TYPICAL EXPRTESITNS OF CONZERN ABOLT T INNGVATION

STAGES OF EBNCERN EXPREQSIDNS OF CONCERN

6 REFDCUSING I WAVE SOME IDEAS ABOUT SOHETHING
THAT WOULD WORK EVEN BETTER.

5 COLLABORAT]ON 1 AM CONCERNED ABOUT RELATING ©iAT
1 AM DOING WITH WHAT OTHER INSTRUCT~
ORS ARE DOING:

& CONSEOQUENCE HOW 1S MY USE AFFECTING KIDS?

3 MANAGEMENT I 3EEM TO BE SPENDING ALL MY TIME IN

CETTING MATERIAL READY.

2 PERSONAL HOW WiLL USING IT SFFECT ME7

1 INFORM.TIONAL 1 WOULD LIKE TO KMOW MORE ABCUT iT.

0 AWARENESS 1 AM NOT c?ﬂiéinib AROUT 1T (THE
INNDOVAT JON

, 6. E. 8 Rutherford, W, L. Concerns of teachers about ‘mrle=erting

“tear teaching. - Eaucationa) Leadershio; December; 1975, 403), 227-
233;

LG E. 8 Loutks; S. F. Teacher concerns ss a bnjs for faciliteting
ard personalizing staff divnemnt Jeuchers Cellege Record,
September, 1878, BO(1); 36-53.
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Levels of Use. Levels of Use (LoU) describes hew performarce

changes as the individual becomes more familiar with an innovation and
more ckillful at using it: The Stages of Concern dimension focuses cn
perceptions or feelings about the fnnovation; Levels of Use focuses on
whether or not and how the teacher is using an innovation. Eight
distinct Levels of Use have been identified (Hall, Loutks, Rutherford &
Newlove, 1°75). Typically an individusl begins with LoU C “nonuse" of
the innovation, then moves to LoU I “orientatior" about the innovation
and LoU II “preparation” for us¢. Initial use s usuail; at LoU III
“mechanical,” but as experience increases; fnnovation users move to &
toU IVA “routine" level of use a7d eveitually may reach various
"refinement" levels (LoU IVB, V, VI), where changes are made based on
formal or informal assessments of student needs (Figure 2). A focused
interview procedure has been developed to measure ievels of Use (Loucks,
 Newi:.e & Hall, 1975).

Innovation Configurations. The third vector that is important in

understanding and describing the change process 1s Innovation
Configurations (IC) (Hall & Lourks, 1978; 1981). This zoncept is used
to describe the various operational forms of an inno..tion that result
as individual users adapt it for wse in their particular situations.
With this concept, the major operational components of an irnnovation are
described:  These descriptions are summarized on an Innovatior
Com7izuration Component Checklist. The IC Component Checklist is
innovatf:n specific and can be used to record in what ways each

potential user is using the various parts of the innovation {Figure 3).
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Figure 2
LEVELS OF USE OF THE 1MMOVATIOR:
TYPICAL BEHAVIORS

 LEVEL OF USE BEHAVIORAL INDICES OF LEVEL

VI RENEWAL THE USER 15 SEEKING MORE EFFECTIVE ALTERN:-
;:;%S TO THE SSTABLISMED USE OF THE INNDVA-

V INTEGRATION TIE USER_IS MAKING DELIBERATE EFFORTS T
COORDINATE WITH OTHERS IN USING THE INNGVATO:

IVE REFINEMENT THE USER 1S WAKING CRANGES TO INCREASE ouTcone

IVA ROUTINE THE USER 15 WAKING FEW O NO CHANGES AND WAS

AN ESTABLISHED PATTERN OF ySE.

111 MECHANICAL USE THs USER 1S USING THE INNOVATION IN A PODALY.
. COORDINATED MANNER AND 1S MAKING USER-DORJENTED

CHANGES

11 PREPARATION THE USER 1S PREPARING To USE TWk INNOVAT]ON,

1 ORIENTATION THE USER IS SEEKING OUT INFORMATION ABOUT
THE INNOVATION.

0 NONUSE MO ACTION 1S BEING TAKEN WITH RESFicT 16 THE
INNOVATION.

%11, 6. E.. Loucks, . F., Rutherford, w. L., 3 Newlove. B. A. tevels

0f use of the fanovition: A fromgwork for analyzing fnmovation
el of Te

adoption. T, her Education; Spring, 1975, 24(1),

W11, 6. E. 8 toucks, S. F. A develomental sodel for Setermining

whether the treatment 15-2Ctudily fsplementec. American fd-
9citions) Research Jourral, Sumer; 1977, 14(3).“RTIT
\_ -~
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Figure 3
Innovation Configuration Components and Variatfons of a

Continuous-Progress Mathematics Curriculum

Teacher S Rater

,,7 - - ] l

*1; Instructional Materialsl
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program materials | program text only teacher-made
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I1. Grouping
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each student I testing done testing done  no regular testing
tests themselves | weekly with once every  except standardized

- e o oy e

2. - 3. 4.

as they complete g test results six weeks--  achievement tests

each objective . fed back to nothing done required by district
¥ students with test

results
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- To left of solid line is acceptable variation
To right of solid line is unacceptable variation
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When particular use of components is valued or rejected, this
information can be reflected in the IC Checklist,

In eelnbmatien these three veeters can be applied to users and
nonusers of any 1nnovation at any pofnt in time. They can be utilized
to establish minimum {nstitutionalization, maximum instftutionahzatwn,

or if a user is "not there yet." It should be noted that, for any
gartieula 1nnevatien. some person or persons has the ‘gg_gilggg or

responsiBthy for using these dimensions to set the

fnstitutionalization standards for that innovation and th1s should be

three vectors, Stages of Concern (S0C), Levels of Use (LoU); Innovation
Configuration (IC).

Maximum or Ideal Institutionalization

Iaeal institutionahzatwn would be reached when the individual
user and the use of the innovation can be described in these three wéyé:

Stages of Concern: Individuals (teachers) have expenenced using
the 1nnovation for an extended period of t1me SO that they are %ﬁﬁy
aware of the 1nnovation s components and how to use them in their
classroom. Tﬁiii. their Sfi§é§ of Concern 1 and 2 and 3, Informational
and Personal and Managemnt. have been considerably decreased from their .

'Initial 1ntroductien to the 1nnevatien and its use. The teacﬁer is no

it will affect them Béiébﬁéﬁy; or how to make it work for them in their
classroom. Ideal use or maximum institutionalization would be
characterized by the user expressmg more 1ntense 'lllpact Stages of
Concerns 4; 5; or 6--Consequence; EoHaboratwn; Refocusing--all focused
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(see Figure 4};

téVéis of Use: The individual teacher has moved beyond the non-use
levels of Orientation and Preparation, and through the Hechan1ca1 Use
per1od of 1nexper1ence witr the innovation. Extended practuce and
experimentatfon time has led to stabilized use, Level of Use IVA
ﬁoﬁttﬁe; Bepena1ng on the goals set for ideal use for the part1cu]ar

innovation 1in the particu]ar sétting. Routine teve1 of Use may

RenewaI--may be required for maximum use.

Innovation Configurations: The individual teacher has put into

practice the preferred or ideal variation of ai1 components of the

innovation. For example in the IE EhecR11st in Figure 3, the teacher

would be us1ng the component variations exhibited to the left of the

‘ dashea line' using the math program materia1s only, using

individualized math instruction as the groupwng" procedure. and uswng a
testing process wherein students test tﬁemselves upon comp1et10n of each
object1ve No other variations would be considered as 'ideal " Again,
the iﬂeal variants of using the innovation's components have been
assessed and -established.

In summary. max imum 1nst1tut1ona1ization is described as

accomp11shed when individual teachers reach Stages of Concern 4 or
above, reach Level of Use IVA or above, and are using the ideal.
variations of the innovation's components.

Minimum Institutionalization

Inst1tut1ona11zatwon can be descrwBea as a lower, but acceptable.
qua11ty of use by 1nd1v1aua1s. aga1n by app1y1ng the three vectors:
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Figure 4

Maximum and Minimum Institutionalization

MAXIMUM

SoC 1,2, 3decreased

4, 5, 6 increasing

LoU IVA

IVB, V, VI

ideal
variations

— |
n\
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MINIMUM

1, 2, 3 decreased
IVA

acceptable



Stiﬁes of Concern: HMinimum institutionalizatien af an .ndividual 3

use of an innovation could be decreed when the intensity of the

typical]y Figﬁ intensity at the beginning of a change effort. Miereas
maximum institutionalization requires an elevation of Sa 4* 5, and/or
6. mininum institutionaiization would be satisfied when the early

nstitutionalization would not be met until

-l

tevels of Use: Minimum
the user is rated at Levei of Use IVA Routine. higher levels wouid not
likely be characteristics of minimum institutionaiization

lnnovation Eonfiguration Haximum institutionalizatién nEquired
minimum institutionalization could be declared when the user has put
acceptable" variations of the eritieal components into place. Again,
. using Figure 3 as an example. the teacher is using those variations
pictured to the left of the solid line: using program materials plus
others, or text only (teacher—made materials oniy are not aeeeptable).
using small groups (large groups for instruction are rot an acceptable
iation). and using a weekly testing process with results shared with
students (six weeks tests are not acceptable, nor are standardized
achievement tests cnly).
In brief, minimn institutionalization can be claimed when
individual teachers' Stages of Coricernc 1, 2; 3 have been reduced in
intensity, Level of Use IVA has been reached, and the acceptable

variations of the innovation components are used in classroom practice.



As a case example see ﬁuthérésra (1985) who describes minimum
institutionalizotion and "not there yet" practices (obviously 1ess
growth by teachers ir the three measures than minimum institutionali-
zation) in a study of three schools' use of a writing program during a

four year period of time.

Implications

From a simpliStic view of change, delivering the innovation was
assumed to produce stabilized use and results. Hore recently we
understand change as a complicated and complex process. The goal of
this process is high quality institutionalization of the intended
Ehange; Being able to gefine institutionali*ation provides us with
understandings atid structuves that can guide and infiluence our efforts
directed toward this goal. We briefly discuss implications for several
. relevant areas.

Interventions

We have idéntified tﬁe Stages of Concern and Levels of Use
standarde for maximum and minimum institutionslization. We believe
these SoC and LoU standards can be applied generically to an
innovations.r The Innovation Eonfiguration standara however, will be
spec1fic to— each particular fnnovation. ideal (or maximum) and
acceptable (or minimum) variations of the IC components will be used as
the IC standards and would be defined by the innovation developer or.
some other person who 1s closely 1nvolved with the innovation and who

has the respon51b1lity.



We have defined operation 11y our goal of a change effort in terms
of the individua’i user; and groups of users, and we have described the
means that make it possible to ascertain when we have reached the goai—
delivery of interventions to individuals; to help them reach the goai of
institutionalization. Measures of the individual's “concerns® provide

the basis for datermining interventions targetea at resolving self and
task concerns; so that over time the indivicual reaches impact stages
of concern about the dinnovation. Similarly. ﬂa’s’sraaﬁ use can be
assessed and appropriate interventions designed. Thus; the vectors that
are available to establisﬁ the institutional criteria are emploved to
Concern, Levels of Use and Innovation configuration data. The long
range goai is irstitutionahzed change, data-Based interventions make 1t
. pos.,ib'le to effectively support individuals in their efforts to move
toward institutionalization. Furthermore, in order to maintain
institutionalization, datz-based 1interventions must continue to be
§uppiied

defined by the vectors. For thi., to happen. many types of interventions

will be required for the users: The interventions will be delivered-

across time by Rnow‘le&geable. skillful change facilitators (Hall and

Flord* 1986) Because we are developing an increased Enowledge base

about the characteristics and skills of effective change facilitators

(Rutherford, 1985; Murphy, Huling-Austin A Stiegelbauer; 1986), relevant
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professional development for facilitators is now more widely available.
Thus, in addition to training teachers in how to use innovations, change
efforts will also require that facilitators be selected and trained in

how to facilitate teacher's movement to institutionalized innovation

use:
Evaluation

outcomes is all too frequently evaluated one year after introducing it

into schools. Studert gains are assessed and, typically, the
anticipated student gains are absent. Also tybeiiiy iESéﬁt; but Aot
measured, 1is whether the {nnovation has become stabilized or
institutionalized into teachers' classroom practice. Until the
innovation is institutionalized and used by teachers in a way thii can
deliver the promised outcomes, it makes sense to 3éiay summative
. evaluations of the innovation. When the minimal or maximum

institutionalization criteria have been met by the teacher, student
outcome evaluation is then reasonable. Further, these data about the
teacher's degree of implementation of the fnnovation provide a means to
understand and explain student outcome data, assuming the innovation
makes a difference:

Fbiiéy Determination

For those who formulate policy, change as a process, with

institutionalization as one of the subprocesses, is an important -
understanding. More specifically, policy makers need to appreciate the
muitiple phases of the process of change which contribute to and

interrelate to institutionalization. Institutionalization must



be aeknewledged as the goal to be reached through initiation and
implementation activities. Further, institutionalization requires

maintenance, and policy development must support this prenise The
reality to be recognized is that institutisnalization has its beginnings
in the initiation phase of the cﬁange process; the various subprocesses
are intertwined and must be attended to concurrently. Until policy
makers take a broad view of the process of change. develep policies that
support all of the subprocesses, and clearly articulate an operationa!?
definition of the “mature" {mplementor who has  achieved

fnstitut ionalization. we are not likely to achieve success in reaching

institutionalization, which, of course, precludes maintaining it or

continuation of it.

In Conclusion

Real attention by school improvers to the institutionalization
. phase of charige has been long in coming For déeaaes it was widely
expected that the initiatien of a change in schools would somehow
miraculeusly lead to its becoming 2 par* of typical classroom or cchool
brééfiéé;

When the "new" becomes familiar, * oid " and POUtIﬂE*-that S One way

label. But what does it really mean as the goal of the process of

change? How do you know when you're there, or that it s timely to

expect full results of innovation use? That time. we believe, is

correlated to how each user feels about and wha tﬁej &o with an

innovation. Benehmarks and mileposts for assessin§ institutionalization

at the individual user level have been presented in this paper. They

provide definitions, measurement procedures and answers to questions
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about whether or not and to what degree “they/we are using it" as an

established and ongoing practice.
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SELECTING AND TRAINING EDUCATIONAL LEADERS

TO BE FACILITATORS GF SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT!: 2

- Shefla C. Murphy

Research and Development Center for Teacher Education
The University of Texas at Austin
The importance of school improvement as a goal fs widely recognized be**
by educators and the ;m’siit at large. State legislators, parents and ol .-
taxpayers as well as school boards and superintendents are exerting pressure
for schools to improve. Much of this pressure is Eéiﬁg fbéﬁSéa on educational
leaders and their role in bringing about school iﬁﬁiﬁVéﬁéﬁi;

Center for Teacher Education (R&DCTE) have studied the role of school

principals and other educational leaders in facilitating school improvement.

process and what facilitators do on a day-to-day basis to bring about change
(Hall; Hord;, Guzman, Huling-Austin, Rutherford, & Stiegelbauer, 1984: Hall,
Hord, Huling, Rutherford, & Stiegelbauer, 1983; Hall, Rutherford,

11he research described herein was conducted under contract with the

National Institute of Education. The opinions expressed are those of the
authors and do not necessarily reflect the position or policy of the National

Institute of Education and no endorsement by the National Institute of
Education should be inferred.

 The authors wish to acknowledge the contributions and participation of .
their colleagues in the preparation of this manuscript: Shirley Hord, Gene
Hall; Bill Rutherford, Beulah Newlove, Jan Elen, Jan van Acoleyen, and Deborah
Muscella. :
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Newlove, Hord, Goldstein, Huling, & Griffin, 1982; Rutherford, Hord,
Huling-Austin, Stiegelbauer; Mirphy; Putman; Hall, & Muscella, 1985). The
cumulative findings from this body of research now make it possible to present
ideas for the selection and training of school leaders. The paper is primarily
intended for those who view schOoi imprévement as a top priority; and prévi&es
effective as facilitators and 2) training persons to become effective
facilitators of change.

It is important to emphasize that the criteria to Be aiscussed in this

1 improvement. A

piper relate to the role of ed&cifja**’

district or agency that has other top priorities for its administrators such
as strong public and community relations or nﬁnaging declining enrol]ments and
resources would prebably find other selection and training criteria more
relevant to their needs.

The purpose of this paper then is to share findings from the past five
years of R&DCTE research related to the role of educational leaders in school
improvement. In doing S0 we will discuss the implications related to the
selection and placement of educationa1 leaders; and the content and process of

training leaders for school improvement.

Assumptions Underlying CBAM Research
~ The research to be discussed in this paper is grounded in the Concerns
Based Adoption Model (CBAM) (Mall, Wallace, & Dossett, 1973). The CBAM

evolved out of extensive research on the change process ana particuiariy

Underiying the CBAM moael are a number of basic assumptions (Rutherford, Hall,
3 Huling, 1984): 7
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7)

Change 1s made by individuals first, i. e., the 1ndivi&ua1 is

the prinary focus of actions taxen for change

Change is a highly personal experience; everyone reacts different]y
Ehange entails developmental growth in feelings and skills; there

are identffiable stages and “levels" of the change process as

experienced by individuals;

Change can be best facilitated when aetions are base& on the
diagnosed needs of 1ndiv1dﬁals; a2 client-centered diagnostic/
preseriptive model has benefits for both client and facilitator.

A change facilitator needs to work in an adaptive/systemafic way "
adapt1ng their interventions to the needs of the change and clients
within the change. Further; any interventions or actions taken to
facilitate change must be directed to individuals first, and

innovations second.

Out of this perspective and as a result of ten years of research in

schoels,

the EBAH/RIP program has developed and refined a set of conceptua]

frameworks for p1ann1ng, facilitating, monitoring, and evaluating change in

schools.

1)

2)

The dimensibns of the CBAM include:

Stages of Concern (SoC), which is used to assess user concerns or
feelings about a change (Hall, George, & Rutherford, 1977; Newlove & .
Hall, 1976);

Levels of Use (LoU), whici i used to determine the actual extent of
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use based on behavioral indicators (Lsicks; Newlove; & Hall, 1976).
Both these measures stem from theories of adult development (Fulier,
1969; 1973) and extensive testing in the field;

3) Innovation Configurations (IC) which is used to describe the
innovation or change (Heck, Stiegelbauer. Hallf & toucks, 1981); and

4 the Intervention Taxonomy (IT), which describes and cife§6riies
actions taken by facilitators in implementing or monitoring change
(Hall & Hord, 1984a).

A1l of these dimensions are field based and cont1nue to be tested through

ongoing research by EBAH/R%P staff, various implementation efforts in schools,

and dissertation studies. A more complete discussion of the CBAM is found in

Appendix A. The next section of this paper reviews the research base from

which the recommendations are drawn.

, Five Years of Research: The PTI and High School Studies
The Principal- ‘eacher Interaction (PTAQ Study cenducted over the ]989-81

school year. fbcused on the role of principals as the major facilitator of

change in their schools. While the literature on leadership presented some

indicators of what contributed to effective leadership, little research had

been done on principals as facilitators of change. Huestions 1n need of

clar1f1cat1on 1ncluded Hhat are the day-to- aay interactions and actions

.

;‘taken by principals as facilitators of cﬁiﬁ§é’ How do they organize an

1mp1ementatvon effort? How do they support the use of new pract1ces and

encourage teachers? Db al principals do the same thing’ if not what effect

With dﬁésfiéﬁs in mind;, the PTI Study focused on nine elementary
school prirn. s involved in iﬁpiéﬁeﬁiiﬁé 2 curriculum inncvation in their
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school.  Through & combination of data collection methods, 1including
interviews, daily 10gs, and bi-weekly phone contacts, the Uaily intervention
behavicrs of these principals were surveyed over the course of one school year

(Hall. Hord, Huling. Rutherford & Stiegelbauer, 1983). The principals in the

the principal's change facilitating “style® or characteristic leadership
behaviors. Earlier studies had suggested that the principals' "style" might
indicate their approach te implementation and its effactiveness (Hall,

Putherford & Griffin. 1982) SoC, LoU, IC and Intervention data were

collected from teachers st three points during the year to monitor and assess
the success of implemertation efforts (Huling, Hall, Hord, & Rutherford,
1983). Interviews and observations at regular intervals added vital data
about the schools’ response tc the change (Stiegelbauer, Goldstein, & Huling,
1982).

The findings from the PTI study were diverse: 1) principals did exhibit
Adifferent styles of facilitation and there was a relationship between
principal "style” and tha effectiveness of implementation efforts (Hall &
Rutherford, 1983; Huling, Hall, Hord, & Rutherford, 1983); 2) the actions of
the princ1pa1 and others ceu1d be categorized in terms of the Intervention
Taxonomy (Hal] & ’Hord; 19843) which revealed different "game plans" for
change; and 3) an analysis of interventions from each schoesl, when considered
in the light of impiementation success. suggested the kinds of actions that
needed to be ta&en for effective facilitation. These groupings of actions, .
called Game Plan Components (GPC's). provided more explicit information about
the nature of interventions (Hord, Huling, & Stiegelbauer, 1983); Finally,
the study showed that in each school, the principal was not the only

faCilitator. Each school had a second change facilitator (2nd CF) who came to
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light in the course of more indepth work in the school: This facilitator's
role was different from, but complementary to, the role of the principal
(Hord, Stiegelbauer, & Hall, 1984b).

The f’iiﬁéiﬁii—?éiéﬁé? Interacticn study provided information about the
roles of facilitators, in particular the principal, the nature of their
actions contributing to change and the effect of those actions on teachers.
Each of the innovations viewed in the study represented a schoo! wide change,
.Féquiiiﬁg the principal to structure efforts to meet the needs of different
grade levels and individuals. The unit of change in this study was the whole
school. The nature of the interactions for change is drawn from the
qualitative and quantitative data on interventions and their effects, as well
as the ii@iésgiaﬁs of research staff collected over the school year {Hall et
al:, 1983).

The High School Study, conducted in three phases during the 1982-1985

Stﬁé@i years; took a broader and more descriptive view of the change process.
ﬁijﬁ@ Phase I; one or more staff members visited 12 high schools in vaiious
regions of the U.S. These exploratory visits were made in order to become
more familiar with the organizational structure of the high schools and the
change efforts taking place, and to examine possible sources of information
and explore strategies for future data collection efforts (Huling=Austin,
_1984). In each visit, school administrators, department chairpersons,
teachers and students were interviewed to gain their insights about how chunge

occurs, what innovations were present, and how to best conduct research on
study designed to address four major research questions:
1. What are the types, sources and purposes of change in high schools?

2. What are the key units (school, department, etc.) of change?
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3. wWhat are the situational factors that most influence the change
process?

4. How is the change process managed in high schools?

To answer these, it was deemed important to look at high schools located
in different size and type communities and with varying change dynamics, that
is, schools with much change and those that were more typical for each
district. Community types were rural, urban, suburban and mid-size cities;
the high school size varied with the type of community. Nine sites wers
chosen in 9 states geographically distributed acrosc the nation. At eich site
2 high schools were selected as study schools (N=18), ore a typical school and
the other with much change ongoing.

Phase III involved 2 high schools and 3 elementary schools in each of 2
school districts (Rutherford et al., 1985). The purposes of this phase were:

1. Tu determine the role of the district office in school change.

2. 7o compare the change process in elementary and secondary schools.

3. To investigate the management of change over the long term, and

4. To study how leadership affects the change precess.

This phase also incorporated visits to some of the original PTI elementary
schools ir order to examine the progress of implementation efforts. Special
attention was devoted to understarding the rols and function of different
constituent groups including department chairpersons, district personnel; and
teachers in schos! improvement ¢ fforts.

The High School Study viewed change in terms of the whole system. Taken
in all; Phases I, II, and :II include data from over 30 high schools and six

elementary schools. Findings from the study include information about
the sources and diversity of changes impacting high schools (Rutherford &

Huling-Austin, 1984), the nature of leadership for change in high schocls
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(Hall & Guzman, 1984; Hord & Murphy, 1985; Huling-Austin, Stiegelbauer, &
Muscella, 1985), situational factors influencing change in high scheals
(Stiegelbauer, 1984; Stiegelbauer, Haddad, & Murphy, 1985), the roles and
of the district office on change in both the high school and elementary school
(Hall, Hord, & Putman, 1985).

When considered together, the PTI and the High School Study data present

a clearer picture of important variables associated with change. Among these

variables are the nature of change facilitators, change units, changes
themsélves, and of the actions taken to facilitate change efforts.
Additionally, the data identify roles involved in the change process and

configurations of ieadership which are more effective in school improvement.

Selection of Educational Leaders

_The High School and Principal-Teacher Interaction Studies have

for change. While these studies have also allowed us to develop some
hypotheses about effective leadership in general, the findings relate
specifically to the change process and leadership for school improvement. The
roles and behaviors of schoo! ieaders in the context of change may be very
different from the roles and behaviors leaders might assume when maintaining

Stability or wearing "other hats.” The focus on facilitatiig school
improvement 1is important to this discussion of selection of educational
leaders: The findings from the two studies can inform the processes of
selection, hiring, and placewent of individuals in leadership roles for school
improvement. Additionally, these findings have implications for the selection

of change facilitators in many roles, not only principals.
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The term ‘'facilitator' is ome used in our research to indicate anyone
actively involved in supporting the change process, or working with potential
users to understand and {incorporate the change (Stiegelbauer, Muscella, &
Rutherford; 1986). A “change facilitator" then, is one who provides
assfstance to those who are expected to incorporate new attitudes or skills in
respohse to a particular change (Hall & Hord; 1986). Research conducted in

elementary and secondary settings shows that there may be many different

change facilitators in the schools operating in various roles, fncluding
principals, assistant principals, department heads, and teachers. The roles
these individuals play in the change process are often better characterized by
the actions and interactions they engaged in than by their formal designation
in the school. One possible exception to this is the principal. In almost
every school, the principal proves to be a necessary support to the process,

even if he or she takes little active role in facilitation (Hall & Hord, 1986;

Huling-Austin, Stiegelbauer, & Muscella, 1985; Stiegelbauer, Muscella, &

Rutherford, 1986).

The roles of facilitators can be deliminated according to the kinds of
actions undertaken. Every change effort we studied in our ressarch had a
primary, or first, change facilitator (CF). This person had the major
f‘éSbBﬁSiBﬁ‘ify for. wmanaging the change and was often the principal. Most
schools also had a second change facilitator (Hord, Stiegelbauer, & Hall,
1984a, 1984b; Stiegelbauer, Muscella, & Rutherford, 1986) who played a
complementary role to the first CF and worked in closer contact with teachers,
or prospeciive users. Further, there were often other CFs, teachers or
district consultants, who worked with the 1st and 2nd CF tb promote and

clarify the change.
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~working tocether to enhance the change process (Hall & Hord, 1986). For this
team to work effectively, the primary CF his to be consistent in the role as
leader during the process. 1ldeally this means delegaiing and monitoring
responsibilities from the perspective of a long-term pian for the change which
rcflects the needs of the individuals involved, the specific context, and the
change 1itself (Hall & Hord, 1984b; Rutherford, 1961). This plan includes
ispecific interventions directed to the needs of the process (Hord, Huling, &
Stiegelbauer; 1983; Hord, Stiegelbauer; & Hall, 1984a).

Selection and Style

Selection issues relating to the change facilitation roles include: the

demands of the role, the characteristics that would best meet these demands,
and, because of different roles and interzctions in a “team" of facilitators,
the demands and characteristics of interactive facilitation. The PTI study
findings present some guidelines to these issues in the concept of “style"
(Hall et al., 1983; Rutherford, Hord, & Huling, 1983).

The term 'style' refers to a characteristic manner in which a leader, or
facilitator, will approach the task of facilitating change. The PTI study
hypothesized that a principal's change facilitating style would influence not
only tie nature of actions taken but the success of implementation as a whole.
‘Three change ?iéiiifatiﬁé styles =- responder, initiator, manager -- were
traced, each with a characteristic pattern of behavior. Each also had their
own attributes in terms of facilitation (Hall, Rutherford, Hord, & Huling,
1984). The initistor style, however, had the greatest success as correlated
with implementation on the classroom level {Huling, Hall, Herd, & Rutherford,

1983).



Very briefly, the three styles are as foliows (Hall & Hord, 1984b;
Rutherford; 1984). Leaders with the Responder change facilitating style place
heavy emphasis on allowing teachers and others to take the lead. They see
their primary role as administrative, yet emphasize the personal side of their
interactions with teacheérs and the community. They are often good public
relations people: They tend to deal with decisfon making on a
moment-to-moment basis and have short term yoals that change as situations in
the school demand. Responder style leaders 12t things happen. When working
with other individuals who have their own visfon for the change, their public
relations talents enhance the sense of support necessary for the process.
Alternately, their short term goals 1limit the depth of activity needed over
-time to institutionalize the change.

The leader with the Manager chenge facilitating style waries more in
his/her behavior and considers the longer range interests of teachers, the
‘schogpl, and the district when making decisions. They are efficient
.administrators and see that b&sic jobs are done weii; yet will protect their
teachers from overload. They respond to changes that are prioritized by the
district or by school need and actively work with teachers to implement those
changes. Manager style leaders help things happen. They are often well 1liked
by teachers and work smoothly with a team. Often they are limited in their
ability to &éié’éarié effectively and become overly involved in specific
projects.

Leaders with the Initiator change facilitating style seize the lead and
makes things happen, occasionally at the expense of others' interests. They
have a strony vision of what the school can be and base fh’éir actions

accordingly. Decisions are made in relation to the school's goals and in

1o,



They will often reinterpret district programs and politmes to batter suit the

needs of their school. fhey will push teachers strongly to adopt changes they
see as ﬁéééssary* Initiator style leaders make things happen. In a school
where they are well received by teachers and in league with district/schoo1
interests, they are the most effeetive facilitators. In a setting that

resists the1r vis1an. or where there is a conflict of interest, this style

As this brief &ésériiiibﬁ inight indicate, each style ihesrperatés a range
of behaviors that contributes to an appreach to working with school

improvements. The PTI and High Schoo] Stuay data suggest; however; that while
an individual's behaviors may change from situation to situation ‘styie" tends

to réﬁiiﬁ ?iirii constant. The behaviors relat1ng to efféetive change

2 61f?éréﬁf set with another, given the priority of the change. This approich
seems to be especially true of manager style leaders.

In considering Ieadershfp for ehange. selection cou1a be based on a

From the PTI data, it was found that initiators and iﬁnagérs had & higher
1mplementation success than responders. Hanagers schools had better climates

than did 1n1tiaters' Both managers and initiators had better school

c11mates; as perceived by teachers; than Fésﬁéﬁaérsi' For example, a
re,bonder style principal or leader could contribute to a lack of focus within
a school 1mprovement efforti leaving 1nd1v1duals to sort things out for.
themselves. An 1nnovation laeking ”push” from a leader often seemed to find
its way to the bottom of teachers' priority lists. Alternately, in a setting

characterized by a group of self-motivated, independent teachers, an initiator

120

123



style might be seen as directive. whereae 2 manager style could provide the

and aTIow teachers to create their own sense of vision. Thus; selection must

consider the needs of the context as well as the strengths of the

facilitator(s) However. 3 manager or responder leader who works well with
Spee1f1e setting could more soccessfulIy plan change projects by 1ncorporat1ng
some of the behavicrs correlated with the initiator style Specffically, by

' clearly articulating a vision and translating 1t into clear iject1ves,

leaders may enhance the ohange process.

Another consideratior in se]ecting leadership for ehange involves

facilttator. another the second CF, and occasionally. other EFs would be

involved (Hal] & Hord 1986. Hu!ing-Aostvn. Stiegelbauer. 3 Muscella, 1985;

that there may be a Eoﬁﬁiiﬁéni&ry relationship between facilitators of
different styles. In building a "CF tean" persons with complementary styles,
interestsD and expertise shou!d be selected rather than those persons who have
the same strengths and weaknesses. Hall and Hord (1986) present a detailed
discussion of the roles and characteristics of leadership teams.

Selectfon and Roles

to some of the attributes of that role, such as provvding vision and push
structuring a p1an. monitoring, providing consistent leadership. mode11ng

expectations, and communicating about the change and progress with it. Since
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the primary change facilitator needs to he in overall command of the process;
this person §566la be in a position of credibility and authority. In most
instances, it is the principal, assistant principal, department head, or
someone in line authority

Based on the style or characterist1cs of the person chosen &s tﬁe prlma ry
their placement in the school, or both. Second CFs tend to work more closely
.with teachers about the change. They should monitor in a héh:thréatéhihg way
in order to provide feedback and cerrection to teachers. Second CFs may also
model behavior relating to the change. Initiaily; they do not need to be
experts on the change itself, but they reed to be willing to btcome enperis in
order to be credible to teachers. Further, they should be able to wcrk with

the primary CF in planning and mon1toring the process; Persons in roles such

as resource teachers. assistant principals, grade level leaders, or department
heads, who are used to working closely with teachers would likely be the best

choice {Hall, & Hord, 1986; Stiegelbauer, Muscella, & Ruthérford, 1986)

The Training of Educational Leaders
Recommendations for training are based on “the premise that good skills,

developed through good traihiqg are necessary for good facilitators"

(Rutherfcrd Hallf & Newlove. l982 p 31). As discussed in the previous

tralhlhé process. Research conducted by RIP shows that generally. first CFs
do not give consideration to the configurations of leadership they use 1n
cbangc efforts (Hulzng=Aust1n. é :egelbauer. & Huscella; 1985); Yet,
synthesis of research findings saggésfs that “with some common, and some

specialized, training and clarifications of their mutually supportive roles...
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facilitation effectiveness and implementation success in school improvement
efforts could be greatiy enhanced" (Hord Hall, & Stiegelbauer, 1983, p. 32)
Perhaps first CFs should begin to attend to the process of fonning a team for
school improvement; R

Common sense, as well as research, acknowledges that not &11 roles on a
change facilitation team are of equal importance. Yet, selection and training
of persons in each role rather than reliance on their emergence by chance is
important in forming a team for effective change facilitation (Huling-Austin.
Stiegelbaoer. & Muscella; 1985). Some understanding of each of the CF roles
would enhance the interaction among the roles. The préevious section of this
paper discussed the impact of roles on the selection pro'essf See Hall and
Hord (1986) for a detailed discussion of the roles whick could be included in
a éﬁaagé facilitation team.

Another guide for a training program is the reaiizat-on that factors
: under]ying cancerns theory also apply to training change facilitators.
Consistently, the research has confirmed that Eﬁingé is a process for
facilitators too (Hord & Goldstein, 1982; Hord, Muling, & Stiegelbauer, 1983).
In keeping with this premise, those involved in traiwing should realize that
it requires a comitment of time and effort over a substantial period. This
consideration will be discussed 1n greater detail later in this paper.

Training is a multiple level task (Figure 1), Hhat do ycu teach persons
to enhance their perfbrmanre as change facilitators’ How do you transmit that
information? These questions serve as the core of i;aia%ag educational.
leaders for changé facilitation. The what and how are supported by the
theoretical bases of the change process and adult iearning theory Each layer
adds to the richness of the prev1ous layer In this section; the content and
process of training will be discussed in depth.
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FIGURE 1

MucTipLe LeEveLs oF TRAINING
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The research clearly shows that théré is 'the need for pr:nc:pa.s [and
other CFsJ to use the data sources available to them . . . + In many cases,
information is not readilyrapparent to principals [and other CFsJ in their
methods” (Huling, Hall. & Hord, 1982, . 23) The Concerns Based AdOpti
Model (CBAM) provides both diagnostic and prescriptive dimensions for use by
trained change facilitators:; ippendix A furnishes 8 detailed discussion of
the disgnostic and prescriptive components of the CBAM. While particular CF
roles might be more inveolved with certain dimensions of the model, §eneral
familiarity with the CBAM is needed by 11 change facilitators. The CBAM is
the content to Be used in training educational leaders in roles as effective
change facilitators.

Furthei res**’ch conducted at both the elementary and hiﬁh school levels
improvement efforts (Hall. Rutherford, & Gr‘ffin, 1962; Rutherford & Hurphy,
1985). The research also indicates that change facilitators can take action
which can influence teachers use of instructional innovations. Therefore,

appropriate training of priﬁéipals [ind other Cst == in efféetiVé

teachers® (Hcrd & Goldstein, 1982, Bp: 21-22);

The diagnostic dimensions of CBAM, Stages of Concern, Levels of ilse, and
iﬁﬁovaéioﬁ Configurations; aliow a change facilitator to probe the wser system-
for information. Stages of Coricern (5oC) foeuses on perEeptions of feelings
indvvvduals have about an innovation tevels of Use (LoU) focuses on whether

or not an individual is using an innovation. The third diagnostic dimenswon.
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user. IC provides a framework for seeing exactly what parts of the innovation
are being used and in what ways. By usina these tools, change facilitators
have data with which to plan appropriate interventions

Figure 2 shows the interactive natire of the éB&ﬁ* The éhange

Concern, Levels of Use, and Innovation Configuration. the change facilitatos

can make coneerns-based interventions. As tﬁe research indicates, CFs use the

EBAH to gatﬁer data and to take appropriate action. The tools can be used
over and over to monitor both the individuals and the dnnovation.
Facilitation then becomes a result of the interaction between the

facilitator(s) and the target group.

The prescriptive dimension of the CBAM provides a fraﬁéwork for action.
This.move to action is based on data gathered by CBAM's diagnostif dimensions.
As a result of learning how to use the practical CBAM tools, there are several
applieations for change faciiitators One involves the setting of 3oa1s for
the use of & new program; Using the descriptive dimensions of the CBAM makes
it ao sible to articulate clearly how individuals should change and what the
innovation should look like in use. A second application involves the de51gn
of train.no and ’other jnterventions to help individuals imp]ement the
innovatior; keeping in mind the goals that have been established; the
developmental nature of concerns and the use and the rescurces available. As
implementation progresses. the CBAM concepts and tools can be applied to
monitor and evaluate the extent and quaiity cf use of the innovation.

While knowledge about change theory and use of teams will enharice the

change facilitation process, it must be kept in mind that the change process
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fs unique to each situation. Wb - ucing the diagnost1c ééiﬂ tools, change

facilitators must be able to "see" the innovation within the entire context.

Figure 3 shows some of the variaBles that can impact a system. Unique
combinations of cﬁaracteristics &t each site ®ill flavor the rature of

interventions. For example research shows that “ths factors having the most

1nf1uence . . . administration, fhculty. district. and cemmunity -~ wWare seen

by réSéarchéi—s %’e hiive gi‘éétéi‘ variance across all sites in the ﬁéy’ and degree

Bﬁ&éFEfiﬁaiﬁg of the site's particulfr variatior will enhance the change

facilitator's ra]e. The Schoo!l Ecology Survey (Hal & Griffin. 1982) and the
S1tuationa1 Facters Cheekli;t (Stiegeﬁbauer. Had&aa & Hurphy, 1985) are two

in® to their unique context.

The Prbcees of Trainiﬂg

Just as 1nd:41duals 1nvolved in a school ?evei change have concerns about
the innovation, change facilitators have concerns about their role. "The
concerns a 6é?§66 has at any point in time relat1ve to his role %h
faciuitat1ng school 1mprovement wil! refiect the Einas of needs he has ard

wi]l determine what kinds of assistance will be most ﬁélpful” (Rutherford,

Héll*’ & Néﬁlé%é; 1982’ 5’ 55)’ Therefore, the process of triiﬁirg being

Another conswderat1on in structuring 2 training Biééiéh for change
facilitators is the research findings about adult learning theory. Like many
other social science fields, adult learning research provides many spec1a11zed
theories. However. Oaa (1979) provvdes a eamprehensive review and synthe51s

of the maJor literature in this field. Based on the review, #&nd her own
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history in staff development, she identifies some elements for consideration
in structuring a training program for adults:
1. Recognize teachers' [and CFs] reasons for participating in various

staff development activities in terms of their 1ife age, &nd career
cycle transitions.
Recognize the developmental stages of teachers [and €Fs).

,,,,,, stage perspectives.
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Develop a working knowledge of the compiexities of the unique

context of each school.

These elements are similar to those aiféaéy éiﬁféSSéd in the assumptions about
change. A training program for adults must give careful attention to such
principles when structuring the delivery of the content.

Synthesis of five years of research by RIP and adult iééiﬁiﬁg tﬁébiy
suggests a process for training consisting of interaction between two major
elements: concepts and applications. The process recommends the presentation
of CBAM concepts, a period of application, and a review, refinement, or
extension of the concepts as feeddack. This cycle is repeated over an
extended period of time. As mentioned previously, it is important that ail
meinbers of the CF team be trained together so that they may develop a common
B&ékérbuﬁd and understanding.

Just as in teacher training, change facilitator tiaiﬁiﬁg needs to be
6Fé§§i Joyce & Showers, 1982); Therefore, the B?ééééé of training discussed
here. is a developmental process, not a one-shot affair. A year-long iraining
program, consisting of monthly or bi-monthly sessions, is abfiﬁai in that it

allows participants time to reflect on and practice what they have learned:

As the cycle of training continues, the CBAM concepts presented may become

130

134




more refined and situatibn speci?ic; or bartieiean+s ﬁay aaaiy the genéréi

bread or narrow situation, the cyclical nature of zhe training process,
presentation; applicaticn; ard feedback, remains constant.
As the cycle of training cantinuési ippiicstians often are utilized in an

actual, on-goinq change precess As de ;cribed by StiegelBauer. Muscella, and

Rutherford (1986), the cﬁange unit has unique characteristics, such as size

‘and organization, which 1interact with the propcsed cnange and tﬁe change

facilitator. As the cycle of training continues. the CF may use applications
that are most efféc*ive in a particular situation: While initial applications
may Be a trial and 2rror; continued applications often invoive adaustments

necessitated by interactions among the change urit the €7, and the

innovation. As the CF works more intensely within the change unit,

*apprepriate fEedback may take on a very interactive {ormat such as coaching,

' 0 deal with site-specific demands.

So, while the cycle of training remains stable. the concepts can be
p’es ented using various formats which may include worEsﬁops. individual
instruction. and on-site coaching: Applicaticn of the CBAM concepis may be
accomplished through paper and pencil assignments. interviews, and casual
discussions. Feedback may alsc be compieted using various methods. However.
uhen selncting a strategy for implementation. information about the sbeci?ic

situation; the assumptions of concerns theory; &nd precepts from adult

learning theory should interact. Any technique compatible with these three.
governing principles would be appropriate as part of 2 training process:
éﬂﬁﬁaiy |
Based on five years of research in elementary and SEcondary schools

examining the change process, this paper made recommendations about the
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'selection and training of educationai leaders. These recommendations were
grounded in the assumptions underlying the CBAM. Further, ft was assumed that

those engaged in training had schoo? improvement as a prinary goal for

educational leaders.

Selection can be partially based on the styles" of educatioral leaders.
Certain stylzs seem to be more effective in facilitating school improvement
.than others. However, selection need not be limited to a single criterion.
Rather, for most effective facilitation to occur, change facilitation teams
shouid be in place. The creation and functioning of teams éuggest the use of
additional criteria for selection.

The very existence of & téam concept should be éaﬁsiaéiéa during
selection. Individuals determined to lead 85 "rugged individualists” probably
would not function efficiently in a team of facilitators. Similarly. the
roles to be fulfilled, first, second, and third CF, should be determined.
Hall.and Hord (1986) discuss the specific tasks necessary for completion by

the different roles.

reeds of the specific situation and the interactions among team roles must
also be considered. If some of the roles are already functioning. selection
for additional roles should seek to complement those already in operation for
«school improvement. Because people and situations are so diverse. there are
-no absolutes to be applied in selection. Rather the recommendations in this
paper may be a framework for usk in the selection of educational leaders for.

school improvement:

It stands to reason that individuals who will be 1leading school
improvement efforts should be trained in change facilitation processes. The

Concerns Based Adoption Hodel (EBAM) offers diagnostic and prescriptive tools




that can be used in numercus situations. The CBAM is a tested and practical

providing tools for data collection and a guide for action.
The process of training must include the entire CF team afid extend over a
sustained time period. Inclusion of all members of the CF team prcvides

practice working together as well as reinforcement for the importance of &ll

roles. By committing to training over a period of time, which includes

styles and their impact on school improvement. Also, the strengths of a
> ’ehaﬁgé faeiiitatiéﬁ team can be explored. During inservice, emphasis may Bé
placed on the definition of roles and the priority of functions necessary for
school improvement.

The Eiiihih’g Fé'c’dﬁiii’e’ﬁéiﬂéﬁé; Just as those related to selection, may
3pply to both the preservice and inservice lavels. On the preservice iéVéi;
the academic year makes modeling the process difficult. However, the cyclical
proces: can easily be taught. iééaiiy’; inservice training shonld model the

cyclical training process discussed in this paper.

The content of the training, the CBAM, can be incorporated as a standard.

part of the preservice curriculum. General familiarity with CBAM and its
underlying assumptions will allow persons entering the arena of school

improvement to formulate a theoretical and practical framework for action.
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Ongoing inservice training in the CBAM will provide opportunities for persons
on a CF team to bf&tﬁiéé in specific situations and receive tailored feedback.

The suggestions presented in this paper are based on the assumption that
those considering the idsas are committed to school {improvement. That
commitment will be reflected in the time and training specially allocated to
topics relating to school improvement. It will also be reflected through the
creation and support of change facilitation teams. As simplistic as it
sounds, a basic assumption underlying the CBAM must apply to the sslection and
training of educational leaders for school improvement. That is, “Change is a

process; not an event.”
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Appendix A
The Concerns-8asnd Adoption Model

DiaiﬂOSi”WiWWﬁ Cﬁj&nenis Of thé éém
The three diagnostic components of the mode! are the Stages of Concern

(SoC), Levels of Use (LoU), and Innovation Configuration (IC). They can be

situation.

Stages of Concern About the Innovation (Hall, George, & Rutherford,

1977) is based on the developmental work of Francis Fuller (1969). This
dimension describes seven categories of concerns individusls experience with
varying fintensities as they undergo the change process. These range from
early concerns about "self,” to concerns abcut "task,” and finally to concerns
about *impact.” Reliable and valid procedures have been developed for
measyring the seven Stages of Concern. For example, the Stages of Concern
Likert scale. Five items represent each of the seven Stages of Concern.
Estimates of internal reliability range from .65 to .86. Perhaps the most
useful interpretations of this data are derived from analysis of the profiles
that are wade from displaying the percentile values, converted from raw
scores, for each scale on a grid. A complete explanation of various analyses
techniques is available through a variety of publications (Newlove & Hall,

performance changes as the teacher becomes more familiar with an innovation
and more skillful at using it. Eight distinct Levels of Use (LoU) have been

identified. Individuals first ‘“orient" themselves to the {nnovation.
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Usually, irst signs of use are found at the "Mechanical® level where planning

is short-term and organization and coordination of the {nnovation are

disjointed As experience increases, -nnovation users move to the “"Routine"
level and éuéﬁtually may reach various levels where cﬁanges in the 1nnovat10n
begin to occur. A casual interview procedure msy be used to informally assess
toU; A more systema*vc procedure may be conducted by trained and certified

toV 1nterviewers (touc&s. Newlove, & Hall l976)
rion (Hall & Loucks, 1978) describe: the various

forms of an innovation that result when users adap t" it for their partléular

situations. Hith this con;ept. the ﬁador operational components cf an

“These descriptions are summarized on an Innovation Configuration (IC)
‘Checklist (Heck Stiégelbauer, Hall, & Lbuéké; 1981) which is used to identify

Intervention Taxonomy (Hall & Hord; 1984b; Hall; Zigarmi, & Hord, 1979)

provides a structure for the change facilitator to plan a change effort. It
is characterized by fﬁve planned or sponsored levels' Policy. Game Plan.
S£;a£é§y; Tactic, and Incident. The levels are distinguished generally by
their size, magnitude or scope, and the extent of their impact. Another level
which results from unplanned effects and actions are known as “mushrooms."”
Planning of change efforts is crucial to their success: “Tre plan.
departure from it; and the restructuring of the plan are the rubric which:
direct the actions of the change facilitator during the 1mplementat1on
process" (Stiegelbauér. Huscella. § Rutherfo-d, 1986, p. 26) According to

PTI data (Hall et al:; i983) the likelvhood of successful impiementation is

increased when four particular Game Plan Components (GPCs) are in operation.
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These GPCs are: developing supportive organizational arrangements, training,
providing consultation and reinforcement, and monitoring and evaluating. The
nature of the components and examples from the research base are discussed in

detail by Stiegelbauer, Muscella, and Rutherford (1986).
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Betty Ward, President

Center for Interactive Research
San Francisco, Califo afa

As 1 _read the papers I was strick with two things. One of which is how

mich Levels of Use, Stages of Concern, and aspects of the research that's been
done by this group are part of our culture. You just don't think of doing

anything new without these things popping into your head now. It is a real

compliment to them: 1In the fifteen years they've been working in the area,
they've shown us how to get an innovation used by the fact that they're so much
a part of the whole culture of change and improvement in education: You are to
be complimented on that.

I, myself, have spent the last two or three years working on school

improvement activities with school improvement teams and 1 have questions about
things that are in the papers which, unfortunately you, the audience, probably

haven't heard about yet. However, I'm going to raise them because they are the
things I want to know more about. This is your next series of whatevers, you
guys.

In terms of Shirley's paper in particular, although it's an issue across

all of them I think; one of the things I find useful to keep in my mind when

I'm thinking of myself as a facilitator is Michael Fullan's support and

pressure balance issue. In Shirley's paper, in terms of institutionalization,
I would 11ke to talk with her a 1ot more about how, when you really get this

thing institutionalized, you keep the pressure going so that you get the.
refinement and extension, so that ft just doesn't become a routine that looses
all of its zip and zing. I know she has a 1ot of answers but it is one of the
topics to which 1'd 1ike a whole session devoted.

In Suzie's paper, 1'd 1ike 2 whole session to explore a comment she makes
that adeptive facilitation ends up being what most people have to dc to keep

things going at a high level of implementation and movement toward

institutionalization. That, to me, sounds like it's going to be a very
complicated, very affective, as well as objective, kind of action on the part

of people. 1 want to know how to train people to do that or else how to do it

myself. That's & whole area of interest on which we could spend a 1ot of time.

In Shefla's paper, she does review the kinds of instructional leaders and

managers that they found in their studies of the principals--to do a quickie,
responder, manager, and initiator. My whole question fs, and she dessn't
really come out and say this in the paper, is one a better facilitator than

another? If I've got one and I'm stuck with him (I've got some of those
responders this year) what do 1 do? What I did wes made the teachers into the
initiator. That's another whole big session.

_ On the final one, with the teachers’ contribution to school improvement,
I'm really intrigued with the whole issue of how can we be sure the

implementation and the improvemert is happening when you've got such good
fakers involved? The whole issue of how does one really get inside the school
where you're working to make sure that you've just not created a 1ot of

activity rather than what you really hoped to have generated, even though tha*
activity gives people often a high and a feeling ¢f real importance that
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something is happening:. I sometimes do just what Gene and his crew have done
and set back and say wait a minute! Are they just having fun?

___ Those are the areas that I, myself, would 1ike to spend days cn. If you
were still going on, I'd say let's start a whole new series of research and
take a look at there areas.

a1
s
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 Ron Brandt, Executive Editer
Association of Supervision and Curriculum Development
Washington, D.C.

I hope you will get-a chance to read these papers because the brief

presentation doesn't do them full justice. I read them with great interest,
even excitement, because I think it is intellectually stimulating to sample the
knowledge this team has developed. To me it is a good example of programmatic
research: _a group of scholars who hang in there over-a period of time to

produce a growing body of information. It is interesting that the Department
of Education, and before that the US Office of Education; has many times called
for programmatic research, and it is sad, to me, that an organization with such

&8 fine programmatic research emphasis is no more. I am especially pleased to
have the chance to participate in this session because; while this may not

exactly be their swan song, it certainly is a turning point for them. That is
a shame,

__ _1.read the papers with some embarrassment and-chagrin also, because of my
own experience in trying to bring about change in institutions and what the

papers told me about how badly I did it. -For example, as associate

superintendent in a medium-sized school district, I thought my role was

primarily to work with committees to prepare position papers that described
beautiful, idealistic changes we wanted to brin

oeaitiiul, tdcalistic chanyes we wan ? about in the schoois and then
to get the board of education to approve those lovely documents. That was my

-chief activity, aside from making speeches about how important -these changes
“were that needed to be made. Very seldom did the changes get implemented as
-well as I hoped they would.

- - _Currently,; we're changing technology in the office where I am editor of
Educational Leadership. A1l of our editors are learning how to edit on-line
using computers. —Right now they're supposed to be practicing a new word
processing program, but some of them are finding other things that keep them
busy. The new way is hard and {t's tempting to use familiar routines. I am
worried! I have to get back home and start rethinking my game plan for this
enterprise.

What do we have here? We have a body of authoritative knowledge about how

schools _have successfully managed a 1~11 defined change, (I choose those words
fairly carefully.) It is in the tradi. fon of the effective schools and the

effective teaching research. It says, “Let's look at some examples that have
worked"” and “What about these things made them work?" That's helpful.
We are brought face-to-face in the last paper with the teachers'

perspective on change and that, to me, is especially eniightening. Now,

everybody in this room probably suspected some of what the paper documents, buf

we didn't want to hear it.. We haven't paid enough attention to it most of the
time. That paper offers specific advice for how to pay attention to it.
Another paper has very constructive suggestions for how to train leaders:
Another gives us a practical--fairly practical--systema® way of operationally
defining the fuzzy concept of institutionalization, whi.  think is very
impressive. The paper explains clearly what it would mean if an innovation
were implemented; what it would mean if it were institutionalized. As it
mentions in the paper (it isn't my idea) applying an operational definition
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-means_that evaluation can-be so much sounder because many times in the past
schools_have tried-to evaluate innovations that weren't in fact implemented and
certainly not institutionalized. The evaluation report said it didn't work but

in fact it wasn't even there.

- . As always; the papers also raise many questions as well. If there were

another two hour session, the presenters could probably answer many of these

‘questions==or if they couldn't; they could tell how they would hope to answer
them in the years ahead.

My first question is about the CBAM instruments. Who administered them in

these studies? Who can adwinister them and under what circumstances? Who

should administer them? _In most cases-1 assume that the research reported here
Js based on information generated by people well trained in use of these tools,
‘most of them outsiders to the change efforts they are studying: How does that
effect the situation, if let's say, & school district wants to train people to
use these tools? How much tice and effort would be required? Does the typical

school district have the resources to be able to generate all these data?

.- Secondly, there is an implication throughout the papers that use of these

tools will, in fact, result in far more successful implementation and

institutionalization of programs. I don't recall finding much evidence in the

papers themselves that that is the case. Llet me offer an analogy: A year or
SO ayo, I got an article from a man who cited a2 1ot of recent research on the

English language that he said sheds 1ight on the teaching of spelling. He
showed- that spelling patterns make more sense than they often seem to if you

pay attention -to the underlying root words (you can remember that the second
vowel in “recitation” is an i by thinking of “recite"). 1 was impressed, so !

asked some reviewers to read the article. One reviewer asked, "Is there any

evidence that these new insights, when actually used in a classroom with third

graders, do produce kids who can spell better?" When I asked the author that

he said, "Well, not very much, no.” But that's the test, isn't it?
- - 1 think of the work of people 1ike Tom Good and Doug Grows who, on the

basis of classroom observations, developed a model for how to teach

mathematics, then trained some teachers who hadn't been using the techniques
and_found that they could in fact boost math scores. That's the kind of - ,
evidence I am looking for. 1I'd 1ike to be able to say, “YVes, we can go out and

train some strangers to use these tools, people who don't ordinarily make
successful changes-in schools. Then we stay away, and they bring about

successful change by using these tools.” 1 don't find any evidence in the

1 also have a question about teacbers;”,Tﬁé,BiﬁéF éiyﬁ there are two quite

&if?é?éﬁff§§§F§§§B§§7g71g§aei;éiﬁ,éﬁb]oy. One is to use the CRAF model:

teachers will implement the program because they have the resources to do it,
they know exactly what they are supposed to do and so forth. The other. B
strategy is to encourage teacher-initiated change.- I'd 1ike to know about the
relationship between these two approaches. Does the TBAM approach still apply
when changes are-teacher-initiated; or isn't it needed under those

circumstances? I'm sure these are the sorts of questions the people on the

panel would love to try to answer as well.
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- The leader training paper raised some questions, too. It implies that if
administrators want principals who are initiators, they must select the right
people. 1'm very interested in whether leaders can be trained as well. Can we
teach principals how to bring about change? There is a very weak statement in

the paper that future principals should *be made aware of" these findings. I'm
wondering Just how useful it is only to make them "aware of" the knowledge that

some types of people are better leaders than others.
~ Team training is another interesting idea.. One of the papers suggests.

that school systems train teams gf;change facilitators rather than expecting

one ‘ndividual to be the superleader. Again, is this an inference, or is there
evidence--not that in some schools teams distribute leadership functions

successfully--but that people can be trained to provide team leadership? Is it
thgs

would be a gond idea, or do the authors know, in

Just an assumption that
fact, that it's true?

_ - One_last point: I mentioned earlier that these researchers have produced
a_body of knowledge about how people have successfully managed the. =~
implementation of well-structured changes. A lot of the things I would like to

see done in education are not at all well structured; they're just what seems
like a good idea. I don't know what-their implications are. If you asked me
to make a nice Innovation Configuration checklist, I wouldn't be able to do it.
The teachers involved would have to work it out with me if we agreed that it
was worth doing. It seems to me that some of the most worthwhile changes are
like that:. we can't pin down precisely what the results ought to look like
three months from now; Those who try it would have to learn together as they

went.

- - I make that point just to be disputatious, of course. The fact is that
- even when we don't know-exactly how something will go, we can sit down together
and work out what we think the mcdel might look 1ike. I confess that I'd ;
rather do that than just blunder into it although, in fact, throughout most of
my career, I've mostly just blundered.
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. _THE FACILITATIOK OF EHANGE
-~ -IN ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS -- -
S}M{tARiTIES DIFFERENCES, AND INTERACTIONS ABOUT THE PROEESS

Suzanne M. Stiegelbauer
_ Deborah Muscella
William L. Rutherford
Involved in the process of writing on any topic, is deciding where is the
right place to start: This is certainly true when writing about Sschool

change The issue of change, and specifically educational change, is a big

one. A1l sorts of things can be influencés on change -- from yhai the change

15 to nhom,the change is 1mpact1nq to houemany changes eare go1ng on at once

and the interactions between these variables.

This paper is overtiy titied == The Facilitation bf éhange in éiéméntahy

happens to schoals in the process of change and what practitioners can do to
better structure and facilitate that process. The purposé of th1s paper is to
examine the process of change and the role of the change fac1l‘tator in the
context of both the elementary and the secondary school. To do so, we are
drawing on research experience with many schools involved with different kinds
of changes.

The work conducted by the Research on the IﬁﬁFBVeﬁénf Process (RIP)

Program over the past decade has allowed a group of researchers to study a

The research descr1bed herein was conducted under contract with the,Nat1ona1

Institute of Education. The opinions expressed are those of the authors 2and

do not necessarily reflect the position or policy of the National Institute of

Education and no endorsemeat by the National Institute of Education should be
inferred.
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variety of innovations in various schools across the country. The conceptual
basis for this research has been the Concerns Based Adoption Model (Hall,
Wallace & Dossett, 1973). To date, however, information about the change

process, der1ved from the Separate contexts of e1ementary and high schooTs.

successful school change process in both the elementary and the high school
contéxt. Several questions are germane to this task:

1. What is the role of the principal in school change?

2. Who is the second change facilitator and other change facilitators

and what is the nature of their roles?

4. wWhat are the similarities and differences between the two levels of

schools in the change process?

The quotation below, from Change Masters, provides one frame from which to
begin to answer these questions:

the tools of change masters are creative and 1nteract1ve they

have an intellectual, a conceptual, and a cultural aspect.

Change masters deal in symbols and visions, and shared

understandings as well as the-techniques and trappings of their

cwn specialties. (Kanter, 1984, p. 305)
In viewing the change process; we are 10oking in part at the unique techniques
and tFébﬁiﬁéé which éﬁéﬁgé masters in schools empioy to influence the §y§teﬁ
to accept the desirad change. An analysis of the way in which these change
- masters, or facilitators, communicate their vision and put their symbols into
action is required be a'ébﬁhéfiSGh bt a SﬁccéSSfﬁi change process at the
elementary and high school levels. '

An outline for the discussion in this paper is as follows: first, a

brief history of the ideas and research on change conductéd by the CBAM/RIP
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research team is presented. Next, based on this BééEgFéﬁﬁd and research ‘
conducted, we present an analysis of some of the major variables involved in a
change effort. Some of these variables, like roles of facilitators and
leaders, types of changes, and units of change, can interact differently in
components (GPCs) vary little from setting to setting. Finally, case study
examples are presented, illustrating how these variables work in different
settings:

A comparative synopsis of the findings abuut the change process at both
the elementary and secondary level suggests that there are general principles
which are shared by both school settings: This synopsis then leads to a more
§éﬁé?é1iié& framework which can be applied in schools, both elementary and
high schools, which are undertaking change. The examples cited are taken from
cchools baiticipatihg in our research within the last five years. The point
of yiéﬁ taken on change, however, stems from research perspectives that go
back nearly fifteen years. The paper begins with a review of that
perspective.

THE CBAM MODEL: A Perspective on Change

Research on the process of change began in the 1970's with the tide of

schools. A major research eéffort directed at understanding the process of
implementing such improvements in schools has been that of the RIP staff at
the Research and Development Center for Teacher Education at the Universisy bf
Texas; Austin. This research is directed at the development of knowledge
about and new Uhééfstahd%hgs of thé change process and thé provision of tools
and assistance for practitioners involved with the jmplementation of change in

schools.
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evolved out of extensive raesearch on the implementation of educational
ihhévatibns in schools and coliege ééiiiﬁéé; Underlying tﬁé ééAﬁ model sre a
number of basic éSSumptidhs;(ﬁuthérford. Hall, Huling, 1984):
1) Change is a process, not an event.
é) Change is made by individuals first, i.e., the individual needs ts
Bé the primary focus of actions taken for change:

3) Change is a highly personal experience; everyone reacts differently.

4) Change entails developmental growth in feelings and skills; there
are identifiable "stages" and "leve's" of the change process as
experienced by individuals.

5) Change is best understood by individuals when it is presented or
described in operation, as it woiild appear when fully in use.

6) Change can be best facilitsted when actions are based on the
diagnosed needs of individuals; 2 client-centered
diagnostic/prescriptive model has benefits for both client
and facilitator.

7) R change facilitator rieeds to work in an “adaptive/systematic way;"
adapting their interventions to the needs of the change and clients
within the change: Further; any interventions or actions taken to
facilitate change must be directed to individuals first, and
innovations second.

Out of this 6éF$ﬁéct§Vé and as a result of ten years of research in
schools, the CBAM/RIP progr.m has déVéieaed and refined a set of ééﬁééﬁiua{
frameworks for planning, facilitating, monitoring, and evaluating change in
schools. The dimensions of the CBAM include:

1) Stages of Concern (SoC), which is used to assess user concerns or
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feelings about & change (N~wlove & Hall; 1976; Hall, George &
Rutherford; 1477);
2) Levels of Use (LoU), whict is used to determiné the actual extent
of use based on behavioral fndicators (Loucks; Newlove & Hall,
1976). Both these measures stem from theories of adult development
(Fuller, i969i Fuiler, 1973) and extensive testing in the ?iéid;
3) Innovation Configurations (IC), which iz used to ééSEFiBé the
fnnovation or change (Heck, Stiegelbauer; Hall & Loucks, 1981); and
4) the Intervention Taxonumy (IT), which describes and categorizes
actions ‘aken by facilitators in implementing or monitoring
change (Hall & Hord, iééd);
Al of these dimiensions are field based and continue to be tested through
ongoing research by CBAM/RIP staff, various implementation efforts in schools,
and dissertation studies.

_ A schematic diagram of the model is presented in Figure 1. This diagram
takes the pc-ition that changes, or innovations, are promoted, or facilitated,
by one or more change facilitators, or CFs. These change facilitators work
with a target group to whom the change is aiFéctéa; i.e:; the target group is

those who are to become the users of the innovation. Facilitation then
becomes a result of the interaction between the facilitator(s) and the target
group. '

The diagnostic dimensions of CBAM -- SoC; Lobl; IC -- and the Intervention
?axbhbmy all renresent ways that this interaction can be structured to promotq
a positive response to the change by the target greup. ééch é%méhs{oh
provides information about some quality or characteristic of individuals
within that group relative to the change. The facilitator can use that

information to design interventions that would better meet the needs of the
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group. Informal probing can provide information that can be translated into
action. Facfilitators also have their own resource system that can provide
them with ideas and options for facilitation.

The model itself is dynamic in that as the target énoup changes in
response to the innovatidn and facilitator interventibns; the information
presented through probing and the diagnostic dimensions also changes;
resulting in new actions and interactions. Use of this model is innovation
spec1f1c. in that the CBAM model represents an interaction for change focusad
on only one f{nnovation at a time. The 1ntervent1ons suggested by the
d1agnest1e dimensions often exist in the realm of common sense: The value of
the model, however, lies in sffﬁéidFiné or quantifying such information about
the change process in a way that contributes to encoiuraging the process. The
dimensions represented in the fiodel provide ongoing information to change
facilitators so they can better plan heir actions and monitor progress.

A Model of Interactions for Change

The CBAH model as presented in Figure 1 has been develeped to de56r1be
k1nds of 1nteractions to facilitate change from the p01nt of view of the
facilitator and the potential users of the innovation. In a sense, the
effectiveness of change efforts m1ght be measured in térms of the qua11ty of
the 1nteract10n between the users and the fac111tators The change effo 't is
only as good" as the interaction is "good."

In order to learn more about the characteristics of this interactioni the
Studies fbéHSing on diffefént aspects 6f thé 6Véia11 ﬁbdél; The €first, the
Principal-Teacher Interaction Study, investigated the characteristics of

facilitators, in particular the principal, working within a single elementary
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whole system as it responds to change =- fncluding the District office,
teachers and others as facilitators and sources of change, as well &s other
contextual factors infiuencing change: The examples used to illustrate points
in discussion are taken from these two studies.

Out of this research came another view of the change process; reflecting
the aiagﬁastic-afesefiptiVé model shown in Figure 1, but encompassing the
range of variables uncovered in research on diverss settings. This model,
showni in Figure 2, presents the issue of interaction for change as one of a
Séiéctiaﬁ of options depending on:

1) the characteristics of the change.

2)  the characteristics of the target change unit.

3) the characteristics of the facilitators available and responsible;
as well as the characteristics of the leadership exercised as part

of the process.

Each of these sets may be configured differently zt any individual site.
Some combinations, however, are more common than others. All of these
variables and their role in change will be discussed in later sections.

The following discussion illustrates tﬁé eﬁangé dynamic more simply. The
considerations involved in any given change include both its characteristics
and the iﬁbact tﬁéy will have on new users and its “raison d'etre" -- reason
for being -- the goals fnvolved with {ntroducing it to the system. Any
introduction of something new to a system results in some kind of systenm
response. Without a structured pian for introducing and iﬁtégfét§hg the
change into the system, the response factor can delay, modify intended use, or

reject the change altogether. This phenomenon can be observed in many kinds
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of changes -- from political revolutions to the resistance to acculturation by
the indigenous peoples, to the acceptance of new technologies:

Tn the case of change in schools; the change facilitator has the role and
responsibility of mediating the introduction of something new through the
interactions they have with users, and through the plans they make to clarify
goals and implement the change. In most schools, this means acknowledgment or
sanction at the minimum b, the principal as gatekeeper; or a formal
structuring of rales and responsibilities for a full=fledged effort. The role
of the facilitator can be assumed or delegated by the principal depending on
the needs of the change, what the change is, its céﬁpiéiity and requirements,
and the nature of the target group, i.e., its size, and to some extent, its
characteristic responses: In designing actions, the facilitator needs to
consider what is known or anticipated about both the charnge and the target
group.

Change as it is represented in this model becomes a matter of “if" this

becomes {incorporated into the plan for the change. Some of what is

appropriate in this equatior 1is represented in what has been learned in the

PTI and High School Studies about the characteristics and interactions of each

set of variables == facilitators, changes, and different change units.
BACKGROUND ON THE PTI AND HS STUDIES

The Principal-Teacher Interaction (PTI) Study conducted over the 1980-81

school year; focused on the role of principals as the major facilitator of
change in their schools. While the literature on leadership had presented
some indicators of what was effective, little research had been done on

principals as facilitators of change. What are the day-to-day interactions




and actions taken by principals as vacilitators of eﬁaﬁgé; How do they
organize an implementation effort? How do they support the use of new
practices and encourage teachers? Do all principals do the same thing? 1f
not, what effect do these differences have? Are there other facilitators
fnvolved? '

With such questions in mind, the PTI Study was conducted with nine
elementary school principals involved in implementing a curricudlum innovation
in their school. Through a combination of data collection metheés; incl ling
interviews; daily 1ogs; and bi-weekly phone contacts, the daily intervention

behaviors of these principals were surveyed over the course of one school year

(Hall, Hord, Huling, Rutherford, & Stiegelbauer, 1983). The principals in the
study were selected by their district on the basis of district assessment of
the principal's change facilitating "style" or characteristic leadership
behaviors. Earlier studies had suggested that the principals' “style" might
indicate their “approach to implementation and its effectiveness (Hall,
Rutherford & Griffin; 1982): SoC, LoU, IC and Interventiosn data were
collected from teachers at three points during the year to monitor
implementation efforts (Haling; Hall, Hord & Rutherford, 1983). Interviews
and observations at regular intervals rounded out the picture of the schools'
response to the change (Stiegelbaver, Goldstein & Huling, 1982).

The findings from the PTI study were diverse: 1) Principals did exhibit
different “styles" of facilitation and theré was a relationship between
principal “style" and the effectiveness of implementation efforts (Hall &
Rutherford, 1963; Huling, Hall, Hord & Rutherford, 1983). 2) The actions of
the principal and others couid be categorized in terms of the Intervention
Taxonomy (Hall & Hord; 1984) which revealed different "game plans" for change:

Further, 2) an analysis of interventions from each school, when considered in
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the light of implementation success, suggested the kinds of actions that
needed to tz taken for effective facilitation. These croupings of actions,
the r ture of interventions (Hord, Kuling & Stiegelbauer, 1983). 4) fFinally,
the study showed that in each school; the principal was not the only
facilitator. Each school had a second change facilitator (2nd CF) who came to
light in the course of more indepth work in the school. This facilitator's
role was different from, but complementary to, the role of the principal
(Hord, Stiegelbauer & Hall, 1984).

The Principal-Teacher Interaction study provided information about the
roles of facilitators, 1in particular the principal, the nature of their
actions contributing to change and the effect of thase actions on teachers.
Each of the innovations viewed in the study represented a school wide change,
requiring the principal to structure afforts to meet the needs of different
grade levels and individuals. The unit of change in this study wis the whole
school. The nature of the interactions for change is described through the
portrait of the effort drawn from the qualitative and quantitative data on
interveations and their effects, as well as the impressions of research staff
collected over the school year (Hall; et al:; 1983).

The High School Study, conducted in different phases from 1982-1985, took

a broader and more dsscriptive view of the change procecs. During Phase I,
Téiés; Oregon, Maryland, Indiana, New York and Florida. These exploratory
visits were made to become more familiar with the organizationai structure of
the high schools and the change efforts taking place, and to examine possible

efforts (Huling-Austin, 1984). In each visit, school administrators,
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department chairpersons, teachers and students were interviewed to gain their
insights about how change occurs, what innovations were present, and how to
best conduct research on change in high schools. Phase 11 of the high schoo]
study; which occurred during the 1983-84 school year, was a descriptive study
designed on the basis of the findings from the previous year. (Hall, et al.,

1. What are the types; sources and purposes of change in high schools?

2. What are the key units (school, department, etc.) of change?

3. What are the situational factors that most influence the change
process?

4. How is the change process managed in high schools?

To answer these questions it was deemed important to look at high schools

located in different size and type communities and at schools with varying

typical for each district. Community types were rural, urban; suburban and
mid-size cities; the high schocl size varied with the type of community: Rine
sites were chosen in 9 states geographically distributed across the nation.
At each site 2 high schools were selected as study schools (N=18), one a

typical school and the other with much change ongoing.

The third phase involved 2 school districts and in each district 2 high
schools and 3 éiéﬁéhtafy schools. (Rutherford, et al., 1985) The purposes of
this phase were:

1. To determine the role of the district office in school change.

2. To compare the change process in elementary and secondary schools.
3. To investigate the management of change over the long term, and
4. To study how leadership affects the change process.

17



This phase also aimed to revisit some of the elementary schools that

the role and function of different constituent groups including department
chairpersons, Jistrict personnel, and teachers in school improvement efforts
(Hord & Murphy, 1985). Another goal of Phase III was to draw together the
research conducted to date, to bring together the understandings about change
. in different settings. What about the change process is generic? What is
specific to a given setting? How does leadsrship influence change? What
suggestions can we make from a'l this data that would have value to
practitioners?

The High School Study viewed change in terms of the whole system. Taken
in al1; Phases I, 11, and 111 include data from a total of 30 high schools and
9 elementary schools. Findings from the study include information about the
sources and diversity of changes impacting high schools (Rutherford and
Huling-Austin, 1984), the nature of leadership for change in high schools
and Murphy, 1985), situational factors influencing change in high schools

(Stiegelbauer, 1984; Stiegelbauer, Haddad & Murphy, 1985), the roles and

When considered together, the PTI and the High School Study data present
a clearer picture of some of the variables associated with change -- the
nature of change facilitators, change units, changes themselves, and of the
actions taken to facilitate change efforts (seée Figure 2). Further, when the

data from the PTI and high school studies are considered comparatively, it
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suggests that the change process is more alike than different across settings.

Based on a comparison of the change process at the two levels, this paper

the varizbles contributes. to a thecry of the whole of the change process.
These data suggest that the process of change is the result of patterned
interactions between these variables. The foilowing sections present the
parts (of the whole) with examples from schools visited in the PTI and Ks
Studies. The conclusion of the paper illustrates how these parts were
operaticnalized in four annotated case study descriptions of schools in

change.

Who Are Change Facilitators?

The word “to facilitate,” according to Webster's, means "to make easier."

.-

The' research conducted in elementary and high school settings showed that
there were many different “change facilitators" in the schools -- in many

different roles. These roles included principals, assistant principals,

specialists, district level curriculum coordinators and resource teachers,
even peer teachers. Each of these had a role in facilitation that was related
to the kinds of interactions demanded by the change and the setting.

Research also showed that whztever their official title or role, the role
played by individuals as change facilitators could be better characterized by
the actions and interactions they engaged in within the change process than by
their formal designation n the school. For example, the principal is
considered to be the "leader" of the school; his or her role is one of
leadership. 1In the case of a change in process, the principal may provide
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leadership for the change and become the primary, or first, CF (change
facilitator). Alternately, the principal may not have an active role in tre
facilitation of change and allow another person, perhaps a department head or
individual teacher, to assume the role of 1st CF. Alternately again, the
facilitators with shared responsibility. In wany ways the principal
represents a special case as a change facilita*or vecause of his importance as
a "gatekeeper” and symbolic head of the school: Evidence suggests that the
principal's vision for the school and “style" of interaction within change can
have {important consequences for the success of change efforts (Hall,
Rutherford, Hord and Huling, 1984; Rutherford, 1984; Rutherford, Hall & Hord,
1983; Rutherford, Hord, Hall & Huling, 1983; Huling=Austin, Stiegelbauer &
Muscella, 1985):

facilitator. The discussisn following illustrates how these different roles
are configured. First, what is the nature of change facilitation roles and
how do they differ from one znother?

The primary, or 1st; EF. The 1st CF is the individual who has major

responsibility for facilitating the change. This includes the introduction of
the change, managing the change, communicating about the change, and
monitoring results and responses of individuals. The 1st CF may be the link
the change unit has with othzrs outside the school about the change or the
change effort. Depending on the size and complexity of the change, this

change facilitator may be the only individual to work with others about the

change. If so, . ork would include the kinds of activities described for

other facilitator. “t follows. If there is more than one facilitator,

however, activities 1 be shared between facilitators. It is important,
20
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FIGURE 3

CEARACTERISTICS OF CHANGE FACILITATORS
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Second CF

Resource teacher
Assistant
Principal

Teacher on special
assignmeiit

District office
staff

Department Head

Credible to Other Teachers

Comunicates knowledge About Change, Training
Coaches
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WHG

RESPONSIBILITIES

ond CF (cont'd)

Team Leader

Works With Primary CF to Design and Restructure
Plan as Needed

er (Fs

Regular teacher tredible to Other Teachers
Communicates With Peers About Change Models
Monitors Process for Peer Group 1h?6ﬁﬁa’iiy’
Is Representative For Peers To Dther CFs
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District constltant Communicates With School About Change
Provides Information, Resodrces For The Change
Is Externe] Consultant to CFs and Teachers
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consistently throughout the change process. The role of the 1st CF/change
leader may best be assumed by the principal who can provide the saiction and
push necessary to get the change in place.

The Second CF. One surprising finding to come out of the

Principal-Teacher Interaction Study was the discovery of a Second Change
Facilitator at each school who was involved with implementation (Hord,
Stiegelbauer & Hall, 1984a, 1984b). In the PTI schools, the principal was
assumed to be the primary facilitator. These second CFs then played a
complementary role to that of the principal in the way they involved

themselves in the change process. In general, they were more likely to be
curriculum specialists, assistant principals, resource teachers, or lead
teachers rather than administrative staff. They worked more interactively

purpose of corrective feedback and planning rather than for summative
evaluation. Further; they often acted as communicators to the primary CF as

Other €Fs. In some schools the role of the change facilitator included
persons in closer communication and contact with the teachers fnvolved in the
change. In one e.ementary school where the principal was the primary CF and a
district resource person was the second CF; a arade level leader was selected
for eact. grade to work with their own grade level teachers &nd to be a liaison

person with the second CF. As the second CF was external to the school, these
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grade level leaders worked with staff to solve problems about the innovation,
in this case a cur~icelum change. |

In another district, teacher comittees were identified 55’ the principal
to work with the second CF (an assistant principal} to plan and act as
consultants for the innovation, again a curriculum change. This school, a
high school, found that involving teachers in committees focused on some
-aspect of the change effort was especially beneficial in whsie school change
.effo~ts. A major function of involving other CFs beyond a second CF would
appear to be one of communication and the development of teacher ownérship of

In still another district, the District Curriculum Coordinator for a new
elementary mathematics text served as an external facilitator to the schocl
implementing that innovation. In the school itself, the principal was the
primary CF and an in-school curriculum specialist was the Second CF. The
requirements of the math program and worked with them to develop an
implementation plan for the school: She worked with teachers only as
requested by the facilitators. The major {nterventions in the schosl were
done by either the principal or the second CF in coordination with one
another.

LééaéEiﬁiﬁﬁEiEiﬁiéufééfE?féEfiiéftﬁiﬁgé

If change is to be effectively accomplished in a school, regardless of
level, some factors must be present at the leadership level. There must be
clear goals and a commitment to them, enthusiastic support of the innovation
or change, high expectations and a clear communication of those to teachers,
active involvement in planning, coordinating, and evaluating the

implementation effort, active support and assistance to teachers, provision of
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nétessary resources, inciuding timé; héédéd by teachers to make the éhéhgé;‘
teachers; and vewards for teachers who perform well in the change process
(Rutherford, Hord, Huling, and Ha'H, 1983) When there are facilitators in

different roles or a team of facx11tatcrs, these FésﬁéﬁSiSilif?éé or

characterictics m1ght be spread across the facilitators involved. As

described in Figure 3, the principal or primary CF provides administrative

"supports and sanctions, while a second CF attends to one-to-one problem

-

solving and support: Yet each in their own way expresses many of these
characteristics essential to effective change.

The potential for the existence of multiple fac111tators, however,
demands structure and 1eadersh1p {f those facilitators are to be effective in
1mp¥ement1ng and maintaining the change. Facilitative teams do present many
advantages during fnitial stages of 1mp1ementat1on -- they tend to minimize
overload on the rest of the ergan1zat1ona1 system; tasks for a team can be
more éas%iy maiﬁéa thar ﬁiaai'fyiﬁgé the whole system; and a tean can more
can one or two individuals. AN fae111tators must, however; be credible to
users and adm1n1strators a11Ee. They must also be in &§rééﬁeﬁi as to the
nature and scope of the change effort, and they must communicate with each
other on a regular and frequent bas1s about the 1mp1ementat1on process

In a11 of th1s the principal continues to have a major role. The
principal is seen by teachers as a leader in the school. The principal has.
the resources to structure what is needed for change, even if he ééiegates
major tasks to other facilitators. The choices principals make about
structuring change éﬁalﬁfiiiiiﬁé (or not) other facilitators may be indicative

of their facilitation “"style" {Hord, Hall & Stiegelbauer, 1983). “Style"




proved to be an 1mportant indicator 1n the PTI study of how second CFs
operated in the schoel and where they were located, that is, whether they were
internal or external to the school: At the high school level, the involvement
of different §Fb"u’i5§ and leaders coopérating f’o’i‘ changé appéars to b'é one way
and adm1n1strat1ve 1ihés There, second and third CFs were a useful tool in
cammanicatihg to user groups and increasing their commitment and knowledge
about a change (Huling-Austin, Stiegelbsuer & Muscella, 1985).

No one suggest1on about fac111tat1en. hewever Js necessarily the “right"
one. The imp11fat1ons from the PTI and HS studies are that there s no cne

effective strategy for successfully implementing change and rio S1ngle pattern
for prVid1ng Iéadersh1p Change can occur without the principal but not
without some principal sanet%bﬁ; in other words, facilitation does nct have to
come from administration but usually involves administration in some way.
Administrative -authority is usually needed to structure, aéiégaté; and
organ1ze persons in roles of respons1b111ty Thus; iéédéFéﬁiB from a line
administrator becomes an imperative both in form and symbol. Further, schools
need to decide the best strategy for the change process, based on the
personnel available and the size of the effort. This decision is likely to
irvolve the biéhé%béi in some way, even if the major responsibility for
facilitation is éiééﬁﬁé?é' The involvement of the pr\nc1pal with teachers
about éﬁéﬁéé is likely to have positive benefit for the change evera]l. if
only as ar indication of efficial support (Huling-Austin, Stiegelbauer; &
Huscella. 1985). .
Who Are the Targets, or Units, of Change?

Any interaction about change involves individuals or sets of individuals

who are the targets of the change. These 66féﬁfiéi "users" respond to the
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dictates of the cﬁangé itself and also tu the actions of CFs. Their respansés

Use, and Innovation Conf1guratlons and can provide useful information to a
facilitator about haw the change might be managed.

The PTI and High Schoo] Studies looked at changes that affected d1f1erent
groups or numbers of potential users. If & change 1nvolved a]l or most of the
faculty of a school; the unit of change was school-wide. if a change involved
one faculty group, such as department or all sixth grade teachers, then the
unit of change became that group, and so on. All of the curriculum
innovations studied in the PTI study were school-wide innovations, but there
were other 1nnevaticns fn the schoslc that involved only groups. The High
School study had the intention of looking at a variety of types of changes and
their target groups, 1nc1ud1ng dlstrlct-w1de. schooI—u1de and those affecting
individuals (Rutherford & Hu11ng Austin, 1984)’

' Eons1der1ng the unit of change and its character1st1cs has value in
planning and structuring change efforts from two perspect1ves - 1) the size
of the unit, its formal leadership, and the unit's previous experience with
similar change which could be {important to planning; and 2) the
characteristics of teachers as {nsivicuals, Since their concerns and
background can condition their involvement and commitment to the process.

Yet; as the un1t of change is largely determined by the change itself, it
is difficult to talk about one without the other. The find1ngs in the R\gh
School Study revealed that over half of the changes that were repCrted
1nvo]ved the whole school (54*4 %)" Sub-units, such as departments. were
1nvolved in 28.6% of the changec listed and individuais as units in 17% of the

changes listed (Rutherford & Huiirg-Austin, 1984) This finding was
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surprising to researchers, as Bbpuiar ééhééﬁiiéhé of high schools suggest that
departments would be the primary unit of change.

As the size of the unit of change increases; the need for formalizing
process also increases. Many of the facilitation "teams” and second change
facilitators in the High Schoo! Study were attempts by the principal or

. -- to subdivide it,

primary facilitator to make the unit of change
or to 5F6Vi&é small §F605 1éé&éF§ﬁiE by using other CFs {Huling-Austin,
Stiegelbauer, and Muscella, 1985). This was especially true of whcle schoo!l
change efforts. The facilitative “teams” developed for one change, however,
did not necessarily rem in the same for another change. Many schools that
they were trying to implement. This had the function of involving more

teachers in leadership roles and responsibilities:

and revisited as a part of the HS Study. This school had a Second CF who was
fiié district féé%i%fétbi‘ for the ihﬁbﬁéf‘idh; As a result of ihéi‘ use of giééé
level §F6&6§ and leaders in that effort, the principal now utilizes a Second
CF from within the school and, working with her, divides the school into

smaller units; each with some informal head: This becomes a facilitation

when last visited, the school had three such teams -- one for writing skills
and a school magazine, one for computer literacy, and one for a new reading
text. As the teachers 1in this school wereé highly self-motivated and
ambitious, involvement 1in roles of Féébéﬁéiﬁiiifj; TééaéF§ﬁ§6; and

communication enhanced their feelings of ownership in the school.



Sl Lo _ T ,,éi,,;,’, Aha, ,77;,;774,,,;,,,,,;,?
In the PTI Study, researchers worked with the schools or district staff

to develop a “configuration checklist," an bperatioﬁaiiiéa aéseribtiéﬁ of the
innovation in order to vieg the behaviors of teachers throughout the year in
relation to the program description (Hall et al., 1982, Heck, Stiegelbauer,
Hall & Loucks, 1981). This process allowed the ressarch staff, orogram
developers and facilitators to see how well the program had been understood by
tééeﬁéFs ih the hfﬁé study schools as well as how teacher behaviors changed as
they became more practiced with the innovation.

The High School siudy examined the types of cﬁaﬁgés found in the 30

schools throughout the country. By comparison, the PTI study viewed teacher

" behavior longitudinally relative to ome specific change in the school. The

changes found in these high schools were grouped by size and complexity as

well &s by content: Almost all of the changes were in some way directed to

' iﬁé_iﬁﬁ?66éﬁéﬁi of student achievement, or {rn response to contemporary demands

on schoois for knowledge of computers, new business machines, érag awareness ;
better parenting, etc. The areas of curriculum and administrative planning
éﬁé organization were the tybes of changes found in the highest percentages of
all types listed. Few changes addressed teacher or administrator behavior or
professional development. Fewer still represent major reforms (Rutherford &
Huling-Austin, 195#; Rutherford and Murphy, 1985).

Another consideration in viewing the change in high schools was the

source or impetus of the change and its relation to teacher response to the

change. Of the changes viewed in the HS Study; approximately 71% came from a
source other than teachers. These other Sources included mainly local szhool
and district administrators, and a few from parents, community, students and

contextual factors. When a1l the known sourceés were considered, district
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collaborative teacher efforts; local school administrators and individual
teachers (Rutherford & Murphy, 1985) |
Not unexpectedly, teachers were found to respond more positively to

changes were top down, teacher reactions were still bdiifiﬁé 52% of the time.
Also, not unexpectedly, changes that were required received less positive
response than changes that were optional. Further, viewing the degree of
change in practice required for teachers to accommodate the innovation --
inajor, moderate; or minor -- sisa had predictable outcomes. Teachers
responded more positively to changes that were minor in degree than major.

Further; teachers were more positively inclined to changes not fociused on

themselves. When changes were targeted to teachers, it drew a lower

percentage of positive responses and a ﬁi§ﬁé? percentage of negative responses
than any other targets. (A1l data from Rutherford & Murphy, 1985).

Of the five factors considered in teacher response -- source, required or
one that drew the greatest reaction from teachers was the source of the
chinge. When the change was initiated by teachers, their reaction was
positive B6% of the time, neutral 7% and negative 7% of the time. Whem the
change came from other sources, teachers reacted positively 38% of ihe time,
negatively 22% of the time, were neutral 32% of the time, and had a mixed
response 8% of the time. While there may be many reasons for this range of
response, it does support the implication that teacher involvement and
owriership is an important element in a positive response to change.

Teacher response to change in the PTI Study was measured By the changes

in their concerns and levels of use over a year's time. As the PTI Study was
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focused on response to one innovatibn ahieh was Eéing imsiéﬁéﬁééa séﬁépizwide;
actions taken by fac111tators as it was a response to the charactéristics of
the innovation 1tself.

Another significant consideration in viewing the changes, s the clarity

of the innovation tb teachers. Research done on Innovation C0nf1gurat1ens

divided innovation descr1p;1ons into implementation requirement, those th1ngs
necessary to begin working with the charge -- getting materials ready,
prov1d1ng tra1n1ng == and the operat:ona]ized benaviors involved in becoming a
user of the innovation (Heck, Stiegelbauer, Hall & tbueks; 1981):
¥mp1ementat1on requires actions directed to both aspects. Often facilitators
provide the necessary setup but not the eoach1ng or prob]em -solving necessary
to clarify behaviors needed to make the program work. PT] study data
indicated that facilitator interventions in the area of providing
organizational supports were consistent across all schools: In schools that
were more successful in iiﬁp’iéﬁiéh’tatién; these setup activities were baianced
by interventions directed to consultation, reinforcement, and prebien-séivihg
(Hord, Huling, and Stiegelbauer, iééé). Further; in schools that had greater
?ﬁp*eheniaiibn success. the 1st or 2nd CF worked to enrich or refine teacher
understand1ng of the innovation as use was established over the year: in some
sehools. this was done by sequentia’]y 1ntroduc1ng. e1ar1fy1ng, and pract1c1ng
with separated componerits of the change. in others. it was done through

probIem so1V1ng ang consu1t1ng with individuals in need of help.

ImplementJngeﬁhangeeyarlables;»elmportant Considerat1ons

viewing a change process and déVéidping & plan for facilitating that process.

In summary, these variabies include:



1) Who will be primary leader in the change process?

2) wWhat is tﬁé ta#gét of the change; what is the size of the unit of
change?

3) If the unit is large, what is the best strategy to make it a
manageable unit?

4) Who would be test suited for the role of Second CF, given the
“innovation and the unit of change? In some :ituations, 2 curriculum
expert for the fnnovation, if réCéﬁt§Vé_tb teachers, might help
ciarify and work tﬁfaagh the innovation; in other situations, a
department head or in-school leader, accustomed to working with
stuff, might better marshall teacher support.

5) Hould a facilitation team, éhvo€91ﬁg teachers; be a good {dea? If
s0, who should it include, and how should it be organized and
monitored?

. 6) What is the fnnovation? What is its source? What do teachers
know about it? What kind of concerns do they have about it?
How complex is it? How many cther changes are going on?

7) What is the best way to provide clarity and reinforcement for the

change? Who should define i%7 How is it best explained to

: includes knowing not only the requirements of the innovation but the
characteristics of teaching staff; who might be available and responsible CFs,
snd strategies for making the change manageable. '

The research findings from the PTI and HS Studies ﬁb%ht ta the ﬁishe%asi
as having a major role in iéédérship; éSﬁeciaiiy in changes that involve the

whole school. The detegation cf responsibilities to other staff, providing
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Féééﬁ?éé%; including time for teachers to practice and adapt to it, support
and push for the change, involved the principal. In choo1s where
1mp1ementation was more successful as determined by data or &s nominated by

district admin: strators, the principal had an active re1e in structuriﬂg.

supporting, and monitbrihg the process. Even ir schools that were engagihg in

these efforts.:

The next section describes some of the actions taken by facilitators in
implementing changes. These actions. orr interventions, were fOUhd to have a
consistent pattern in successful PTI schools, regard1ess of the innovation or
the fac111tators Descr1pt1ve data from the h1gh schools supports the

hypothesis that th1s pa»tern is an impcrtant one. Facilitators 1in h1gh

schools also engaged in these same classifications of activities directed to

ma&1ng their changes work.
A CONSTANT IN THE CHANGE PROCESS: INTERVENTIONS

Actions iafweﬁéa§é

process. In considering dctions  for change, two major components are
discussed: game plan components and system feedbatk: A general description
of the intervention components which change facilitators typically use
provxdes the backdrop for v1gﬁeffé§ from both the elementary and the h1gh
school: Four brief case studies from elementary and hwgh schools that were
part of the PTI and HS research arc then presented, illustrating the role and

interventions of facilitators who were effective in implementing change.
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A Game Plan

Change masters; stys Kantzr (1984); understand the crucial paradox of the
change effort: “there needs to be a plan, and the plan has to ackncwledge
that it will be departed from." The plan, departure from it, and the

restructuring of the plan are the rubric which direct %he actions of the

change facilitator during the implementation process: The PTI researchers

‘discovered a cyclical pattern in the actions of principals who were "change
masters.” First, they had a vision of their school which became the plan:
The plan was then carried out throsgh the actions they took: Findlly, thev
monitored the effects of these actions to allow for effective restruzturing of
their plan.

The plan, or game plan, utilized by prificipals in the PTI study was an
overall design for the interventions required to implement the change in their
schools. In developing this game plan, these principals considersd all
aspects of the implementation effort and all persons both directly and
indirectly involved with the change effort (Hall, et al.; 1983; Rutherford,
Rbid & Thurber, 1984). In addition, these 51&ﬁ§ were found to have four major
game plan components which directed the principal in providing leadsrship in
activities whizh supported the teachers in {nstructional improvement: These
specific game plan components; part of the intervention taxonomy developed by

. the RIP program from PTI and other data, are:

1) developing supportive organizational arrangement;

2) training,

3) providing consultation and reinforcement, and

4) monitoring and evaluating {Hall & Hord, 1984).




When the change facilitator put ail four of these game pian components into
operation, the likelihood of successful impiéméﬁtatiah is increased, according
to the PTI data (Hall et al., 1983). Figure & depicts the game plan
components, aefihitiéhs; descriptors, anu examples. The following fllustrates
School Study:

Developing supbaréiﬁégbiﬁaiiiiiiéaé1 arrarcements are the nuts and bolts

- of the change process in which the change facilitator keeps ~ e organizational
mechanism well-ciled so that the change can work in the system. This game
ﬁian component represents tﬁé iéngtiéaI requirements which assure that the
organizational mechanism can accomodate the innovation. K high school
principal wanted to provide the time for the assistant principals and
department heads to assume %ﬁstFﬁéfiéﬁéi leadership roles; their time,
however, was consumed b; paperwork, leaving littla time for direct contact
with teachers in a facilitative capacity. The principal in this particular
high school allocated more instructional suppcrt time to this leadership team
thrcugh stréamiihiﬁg the “administrivia® of the scnool. She acquired a
personal computer system necessary for craating a récord manageent system for
routine paperwork. This action by the bfiﬁeiaai was an organizational
arrangement which gave the requisite time to the other members of the
ié&dé%éﬁ%ﬁ team to directly support a new {instructional program.

In contrast, an elementary school prine%ﬁai attacked a specific problem
by arranging organizational support. In her implementation efforts
surrounding a a{StFiéi-sﬁﬁﬁsaiéa math program, she discovered that teachers
were not using the instructional math kits becauss tﬁé E%ts were nejther
organized nor coordinated with the scope and sequénce of the math prograr.

The principal facilitated uss of the math kits by recruiting parent volunteers
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F1GURE 4
DESCRIBTORS
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GAME_PLAN_COMPONENT

GPC.1:
Developing
Supportive
Organizationa)
Arrangements

9¢:

BPC's are the six major”

functional clusters
of innovation-related
interventions,

Actlons taken. Eé
plan, manage staff,
funds, restructure
roles and provide
Spaca, materials,
and resources to-
establish.and main-
taln use of the
{nnovation,

Clusters all interven-
tions into functional
groupings,

period of the change
process;

lwc udes a1l actors
and events,

1 comyination, covers
311 interventions of
the gane plan;

Covers 1ogist1ca1 and
scheduling activities,
Includes planning and
de~ision-making about
the change process,
schedules and people.

Hiring new staff ,
Seeking/receiving funds,
Providing innovation-
related equipment,

Training

Actions taken to develop
positive attitudes,
knowledge and skills

in relation to innova-

tion use, through.
formal, structured
and/or pre-planned
activities,

Covers formal oroanized
training activities;

My bé provided for
users, administrators

or others.

1§ normally scheduled
anid annoinced in advance.

Holding warkshops: -
Hédélihgidéﬁbhétfétihg
0bserving and providing

feedback related 1o a
pre-specified task,
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DEFINITION

DESCRIPTORS

EXAMPLES

T Actions [often Tdiosyn-_
ding cratic, problem-specific,
Ttation targetted at an indivi-

einforcanent dual or small group)

taken to encourage and
to assist {ndividuals
in-solving problems
related to fnnovation
fmplementation

Is tocused on consgTting
and caaching users/
non-users,

Is typified by one-on-one
problem-sclving and
infarmal sharing of tips.

foTding brief conversa:
tions about how it {s
going.

Facilitating a problen-
solving group.
Providing "comfort and
caring" sessions.:

o Actions taken to gather,
oring & analyze or report data

ation about the implementation

and outcomes of a change

Inclides formal and

informal assessments.
Includes assessment,
analysis interpretation
and feedback.

Analyzing pre-post Tearner

assessments, .
Adniaistering end-of-
workshop questionnaire;
Conferencing with
teachers to survey how
the new program is yoing.

a1 and Hord, i§éd. 285-286.
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to unpack the kits, and providing a substitute teacher so that teachers had
additional planning time to coordinate the instructional materials with the
program. Through this action, this elementary school principal both solved a
logistical problem and facilitated the use of the math materials. Actions by
principals which provided the necessary organizational support for the
innovaticn were found in both the elementary and high school studies.

Training is usually a more formal intervention by change facilitators.
Typically, it involves workshops or demonstration lessons which are scheduied
in advance. Two vignettes from elementarv schools provide examples of ways in
which effective change facilitators used workshops and demonstration lessons
in tandem to support specific innovations in their respective schools. First,
a principal in a rapidly expanding elementary school, in supporting and
implementing a district-sponsored pupil management program, personally
provided the training to the faculty for one hour each week: He gave further
modeling the behavioral management techriiques to teachers with students:
Next; in a West coast elementary school, a principal facilitated the writing
program innovation sponsored by the school district. He commissioned a few
teachers tc attend a district-wide workshop regarding the writing innovation.
As a result of teachers' positive response to this workshop, he juggled school

resources to bring the workshop leader to the school, which piqued the

implementation process. Both of these principals provided support for the
innovation by sponsoring workshop and training sessions to meet the specific
needs of their schools:

Providing consultation and reinforcement are idiosyncratic actions which

the principal or facilitator targets at individual or small groups of users.
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These often occur in brief conversations or problem-solving sessions between
the change facilitators and individual or small groups of users: It also
includes spontzneous actions 1ike conversations in tha hallway, & visit to a
classroom, or an informal meeting in the teachers' Tounge providing
consultation and support for teachers' use of the instructional innovation.
one effective high cchsol principal describes her ongoing support and
consultation with teachers as "high touch." She translates this concept into
actions such as circulating in the hailways and teachers' Tounge to talk with
teachers about instruction. She also drafts handwritten notes to teachers to
thank them for a job well done. She feels this ongoing personal touch allows
her tu have instructional contact with teachers on an ongoing;, informal basis
which communicates the importance of the instructional program.

supported the district-mandated writing program. He modeled the process of
writing by generating his own stories; which he typed in his office. He then
visited classrooms o read his stories to children and teachers alike. The
principal used his stories as the springboard for conversing with teachers
about implementing the writing process in the classroom. Both of these
principals were enccuragers: they acted in ways which reinforced the use of
the inncvation; Aij& each in their own way was a consultant to the users.

Monitoring and Evaluating. When a CF conducts formal and informal

assessments, such as cbserving or conferring with teachers, assessing learner
outcomes, and administering end-of-workshop questionnaires; he/she is

monitoring the effecis of his/her actions on the change effort: Often the

procedures. For example, in one high school, both the principal and the

assistant principal were responsible for the evaiuation of the teachers. They
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performed this task twice a year, and after the evaluation, the principal or

provided feedback about the dinstructional program. This was a formal
monitoring procedure. However, in another high school setting, during the
fnitial implementation efforts, the principal consulted with the early
adspters of the innovation on & frequent basis so that these teachers would
serve as models for the later innovation adopters. These early adopters had
to resolve many initial problems in making the program work. Monitoring this
process allowed the principal to anticipate the reeds of other users.
Generally, monitoring and evaluation occur through visiting classrooms,
supervising implementation efforts, and by listening carefully to teacher
comments and discussion in personal and group interactions. In some {nstances
where there was more than one facilitator, the principal or primary CF would
be responsible for more formal monitoring; while the Second CF would monitor
the progress of individuals in a formative, procblem-solving way. They would
use both forms of monitoring to revise their implementation game plan. Having
formal and informal processes of monitoring and evaluating available allowed
facilitators to continually assess the outcomes of the change effort.

Feedback on the System

As the researchers from the RIP Program analyzed the data from the PTI
study, they discovered that the change facilitators (principals and others)
who were successful in implementing the Thange not only had a plan which they
translated into actions, but they also restructured their plan when necessary.
They accomplished this by obtaining feedback from the system. This feedback
is the 1ink between the change facilitator and the ongoing interventions which
the change facilitator takes in the implementation effort. Through

observations and conversations, thé change facilitator receives frequent input



about the change effort. Once they have received this information, there is
period of reflection in which they evaluzte the oriiinal plan and reformulate
{f required.

According to intervention theory, facilitatcrs organize and provide or
monitoring may result {a retracing steps to retrain or provide other
problem-solving activities and monitoring again.

It 15 the use of this cyclical process which most obviously separates the
effective from the ineffective change facilitators. An elementary school
principal was implementing a district-mandated school wmath program. Her
initial goal was to {mplement the entire math curriculu change during the
- first year; however, on obtaining feedback from observations in classrooms and
conversations with the teachers, she found that to have teachers develop
. objectives for the scope and sequence of the program was a more realistic goal
for. the first year of implementation efforts. She revised her plan so that
acapting the materials to fit the curriculum became a second goal.

An example from a high schooi is a summer project begun by the principal
in order to beautify a decaying inner city school. The fnitial positive
reaction of faculty members, parents, and students to the mural which began to
adorn the walls of the school after the first summer, however, heélped the
program to grow into a whole school beautification program.

Each of these principals understood the ribric of the change process --
planning, acting, and restructuring. In the actions which change facilitators
take for change, the critical aspects of having a game plan and obtaining
feedback from the system are part of the repertoire of principals who are

effective change agents.
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The following are brief case studies of changé in four schocls, two
elementary and two secondary: All of these schools were effective in their
charge efforts. The principal played a major role in each school, either as
primary facilitator or through working with a facilitation team. The case
study text describes each setting, highlighting the interventions utilized as
a part of the plan for chance. The annotations to the right provide a
complementary sketch of the change process in the school in terms of the
change variables discussed in this paper -- facilitator pattern, units cf

change, and game plan components.

Change in Action: Four Annotated Case Studies

Willow School

Willow is a large, expanding elementary school which KEY
serves approximately 800 students in k-6 with a staff of
“inp Principal
Assistant Principal

[ Department Head
middle class and Anglo. Hispanics comprise 2% of the T Teachar

student population, and Blacks about 15%, most of these S 2 =eLlie
students being bussed from inner city. The school {s > - Student. .~
CF Change Facilitator

Game Plan Component

43 teachers, one principal, and one assistant principal. AP
The community in which the school is located is basically OH

principal during these years. Tenure of the facu:ty

ranges from 1 to 12 years, with most of the number in the

4-8 year range. There is a general feeling in the school

and at the district level that Willow School is a good

school with few problems.

~_ Facilitator Pattern. There are only two _formal Primary CF = pP_
administrative positions in the school, the principal and i
the assistant principal. The pr1nu1pa1 is the visible ' \
leader recogntzed by the faculty. He delégites both vecond CF = A
responsibility and authority to the assistant principal. Other CFs
Once this basic responsibility is delegated, he does not 1
fnterfere, but he does monitor and consult rélative to

task expectations. ?(// e :
For each grade level, there is an {nformally 4h>4h> {th>

designated leader zad the two principals use these Teachers Teachers Teacher

teachers as communicution links with other teachers at the

various grade levels. However, there is a considerable

amount of direct contact between the principals and the

teachers. Despite this delegation of responsibility, the

principal is the instructional leader in the school.
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. Ehange: Two major changes are being implemented at
Wi]lgyfsggpéi; and both of these changes are mandated by
the district. The first of these fs a behavior management
program and the second innovatien is the new math program.
The principal is the primary facilitator for both
programs.

, _Interventions. The -principal has a good working
knowledge of his faculty. Through classroom observatiens,
discussions with individual teachers; and from other
facilitators in the building (assistant principal and

informal grade leaders) he knows how teachers teach in
their classrooms. The principal does more than collect
information about the classroom performance of his

teachers. He acts on 1t, usually in 2 supportive way.

encouragement  for  teacher  attendance at  the
district-sponsored math workshaps are two ways in which
the principal encourages adoption of the math {nnovation.

In another {nstance, he and the assistant prinzipal
investigated a complaint by the teachers regarding the new
math program, discovered they were correct, and contacted
the district personnel responsible for remedying the

problem. In_ addition, the principal is providing the
in-house weekly staff training for the behavior management
. program.

Summary - L )
___Wiliow School has an identifiable 1leader; the
principal, who uses the available scheol resources to
tacilitate the change process. Among these resources are
the key school personnel. He structures the

responsibilities for the instructional program so that
adequate monitoring and support is available. He uses the

critical game plan components in intervening with the
staff to facilitate change.

George Washington Carver High Schooel

_ George Washington Carwer High School (GWCHS) {1s an
inner city comprehensive high school with a student
population of 2,500 and a faculty of 135, Although the
faculty is racially balanced, the student population is
99% black with almost 50% being poor. There is a high

mobility rate among the students; however, the staff and
the principal have remained relatively stable over the
last decade. The school has experienced frequent
demographic changes during the last ten years, and it is

this phenomenon of community change whicti underscores the
continuing commitment of GWCHS to school improvement.
~ Facilitator Pattern. The organization flow chart at

GWCHS shows the chain of command and the delegation of
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responsibilities.  Administrative staff and teachers

report that there are procedures which all staff follow in

both the routine functions and the resolution ¢f problems.

The assistant principals share in the instructional

leadership with the principal, while department heads have
responsibility for the curriculum plannirg, budget

a1locations; and teacher supervision in their respective
departments. The leadership team which {ncludes the
assistant principals and the department heads meets in
regularly scheduled cabinet meetings. However, the school
leader is the principal and the assistant principals are
second in command.

Ehange. Changes at the building level at GHCHS are

in response to meeting the needs of the changing student
population. The primary goal of the principal at GWCHS is

to improve the academic achievement of the students. The
specific objective is to decrease the number of students
who score below the 50% on standardized achievement tests.
This change effort is viewed as an all-school effort, in
which all faculty members and administrative leaders share
a responsible part.

R tandem effort in the change process to improve
academic achievement is the school beautification project,
begun several years ago by the principal in response to
the poor image of GWCHS, both within and cutside the

school. As a result of the continued summer efforts of a
small cadre of students, faculty and the principals, the

halls of the school are dominated by fifteen-foot murals.
These murals have become & focal point of the change
effort: they serve to motivate staff and students alike
for the school beautification project and are the
beginning of the principal's long-range vicion for the
school.

~ Interventions. There fs an underlying structure to
the way in which this principal goes about the business of

effectively leading the school. Several components are
readily apparent in_his game plan to accompiish his goal.
Among the more salient features of his plan for school

improvements are the establishment of policies and
procedures, ad hoc change teams, the articulation of
goals, and the development and implementation of

strategies to accomplish these goals.

The principal's primary goal s to improve the
academic achievement of students. He sees this as a long,

slow building process; however; he understands that

increments of progress must be made each year to actualize

his goals. It is his underlying belief which guides the
plan. He articulates this belief by stating that students
are the school's best asset, and that all students have
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_the potential to achieve. He adopts a pragmatic approach:

“the principal states the. yearly goal and develops a

two-pronged plan. First, he examines the available
resources and accentuates the school's strengths in the
improvement process. Second, he establiskes specific
goals which are reachable and attainable. His vision for
school improvesmsent becomes a series of utilitarian
strategies with defined objectives which can be
communicated to staff and students.

~____What are some of the componetits which he uses 1in
accomplishing his goal? He creates an ad hoc change team
comprised of teachers, assistant principals, and other
staff members. He selectively marshalls his resources,
and_ he ignores the organizational plan 1in the
implementation process:

~__In the typical day-to-day occurrence< in the school,
formal procedures are known &nd £ ;lowed by both
administratorc and teachers. Overall, the principal
&dheres_ to both district and school policy for managing
the scheol; however, he handles the change process
differently. When the principal intends to impiement a
change, he selectively enlists the support of others. He

chooses a8 small cadre of staff and consults with this

. group during the change process. It is as if the formal
. procedures are in place for institutionalized events, but
. the change process requires a different approach -- the

creation of an ad hoc change team.

_ Summary. The principal at GWCHS is a contradiction,
for he 1s the push behind the change effort in the school
and uses creative insubordination when policy prevents the
actualization of his vision for the school. But he is a

leader who also considers school policy. The salfent
characteristic which makes some sense of the
contradictions is the principal's vision for the school.
He believes that academic achievement is a possibility for
all students. It is his plan to accomplish his goals.

_ It is not possible to describe GWCHS without strong
reference to the principal. His role is perhaps best

explained when considering the students. They &re the
focal point of the school and the principal {s their

primary advocate in that the changes he implements and
initiates are for the benefit of students. It is this
belief in the role and function of schools which appears
to define the principal.

T

__ _Mimosa Elementary School is located in the
southeastern coastal region of the United State in a
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large, diverse school district, but serves a primarily
middle-class non-minority population. The twenty-six year
old building which touses self-contained classrooms and a

special education resource room is staffed by 28 faculty

members who are veteran teachers. The 550 students are

mostly non-minority, middie-class children: approximately
73% of the students are white, 22% are black, 4% Hispanic,
and a few are Asian. None of the students are eligible

for Title 1 funding; however, a small perceniace of
students participate in the federally subsidized lunch
program. The student population at Mimosa is relatively
statle. Students' achievement scores on standardized
tests are above the national norm:

Facilitator Pattern: The principal describes herself

" as a task-oriented manager who delegates responsibilities

to the other leadership team members. She wonitors the
progress of the team on a frequent basis. The team, which
is comprised of the principal, assistant principal, and
math coordinator; is highly 1{nteractive;, so it is
difficult to assess the origin of ideas. However, it is

apparent that the principal is the team leader and that

the other team members look to her for advice, guidance,
and approval.

The delegation of tasks 1s often accomplished through

discussion and consensus; however, the principal does not
delegate responsibilities unless the task 1is fully
discussed and clearly understood. The staff reports that

the principal's expectations are clearly understood and
that she knows what occurs in the building at all levels.

Change. Change in the Mimosa Elementary School has

been mandated by the district office. The unified math
curriculum is an example of a mandated change which the
school has adopted. The procedures to implement this

curriculum, however, have been adapted to meet the needs
of the school. It is the process which the Mimosa school
uses in implementing the unified math program which
demonstrates the way in which change occurs in the school:

Interventions. A description which highlights the
change process is feedback. The leadership team, strongly
influenced by the principal, sought feedback about the
degree of program {implementation from the Staff. They
adapted the implementation process to facilitate adoption
of the unified math curriculum. They accomplished this

through several strategies. First, the principal

discovered that the teachers could not implement all

program components during the first year. Next, the
principal found that the supplemental materials were not
used in the program. Through conversations with otheér
members of the team and teachers, she uncovered some
organizational .problems with the materials. The
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utilization of parent volunteers and a permanent
substitute teacher solved this aspect of the problem.

Throughout the process of solving the problem of low usage
of the supplemental kits in the classroom, the principal
continually sought feedback from the other team leadsrs

and teachers. She sought to account for the major
concerns of the teaching staff in applying remedies to the
problem.

__ Summary. The principal is the push behird the change
effort 1n Mimosa. She s viewed by staff --=

administrators and teachers -- as knowing what happens in
the school. She sees herself as the instructional leader
who relies on & leadership team to work with her in
facilitating the school program. The principal expressed

no grand schemes for school reform. Rzther; she attempted
to implement distirict-mandated programs, but adapted the

process of implementation to meet the unique reeds of her
school: In &ddition, she saw the facilitation of change
as a process which required sensitivity to the needs of
the instructional staff for successful and long-term
implementation. Her efforts in_ the change process at
Mimosa became a sequence of utilitarian strategies to
accomplish the gcal of eventually {nstitutionalizing a
curricudlum innevation.

~ Northside High School

__ Northside High School is a thirty-year-old school
desfgned originally for a rural population which is now
growing at the rate of 200 students 2 year. The teacher
group is a new, younger faculty directed by a principal
who has been at the school for two years. The community
which Northside serves is a middle-class suburban
community of transplanted professional families who are
relatively uninvolved in the school

Facilitator Pattern. The principal has adopted the
participatory management program espoused by the school
district. The three assistant principals serve as the

second change facilitators, and there is a rotating group
of students and teacher representatives who serve on

advisory comnittees. However, it is clear that the
principal is the school leader who assumes the role of the
primary change facilitator. He is supported by a steering
committee of teachers and an advisory council of both

teachers and students.

~_ Change. The change at Korthside is the_ rapid change
in the sfudéht population. Projected enrollment figures
for the district indicate that this school will gain as
many as 200 students yearly for the next five years. The
district has set as a school priority the development of a
structured response system to this increase in students.
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One suggestion for this is the use of a participatory

management system that would allow for better
communication between teachers &nd administration. The
principal not only supports but implements this idea:

_ Participatory management has taken the form of a Unit of Change: Students,
student/teacher  advisory gioup and  establishing Teachers, Departments,
school-home communicaticn. The purpose of this change is Parents

to ensure that the academic achievement of the students
remains constant despite the continual change in the
student body.

~ Interventions. The oprincipal has used both the
participatory management ard school-community relations as
a springboard to effect school change and to maintain GPC 1: Plenning

" academic achievement. He relies on the {nput from both
the faculty steering committee and the student advisory

committee to make decisions. He then works with both of
these groups in conjunction with the other members of the
change faciiitation team -- the assistant principals in
planning. -
~__In conferring with teachers, he writes an evaluation GPC 4: Monitoring
of their performance and then asks the teacher to write an
evaluation of his principal behaviors. Both evaluatiorns
are then used in structuring professional goals and
objectives for the teacher and the principal -- all of ,
which hinge on student growth and achievement. Further, GPC 3: Listening to

. Concerns;_ )
allowing them access to himself or others in roles of Consultation with
responsibility to express problems. He will discuss and Teachers
develop a plan for these problems with the steering group ..
and communicate the result to the school or {ndividual G6PC 1: Renewal of Plan;
rapidly. This has been a significant help ir gaining Communicates New
teacher trust in the process: Plan

he :supports teachers' concerns about the change by

~_ Summary. Change at Northside requires almost daily
replarning and problem solving. This principal involves
some of the individuals the change {s affecting most --
teachers and students -- 4in planning the school's
response.

CHANGE IN ELEMENTARY AND_ SECONDARY SCHOOLS:
CONCLUDING COMMENTS
This document provides an overview of many of the key research findings
which the RIP team has developed from their studies of change in schcols
dur ing the last decade of resear.h. Schools successful in implementing change

(whether elementary or high schools), had a set of identifiable strategies
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major ro1é éhd responsibi]ity for 1mp1emen*ing the 1nnovation A ﬁéjbr part
of this person's reSponsibinity was developing a p1an of action and
marsha]]ing the school's’ resources to carry out the plan: Through the
formation of a change facilitation team, the plan was put into action. This
1éédérsﬁiﬁ team was comprised of a second change fac111tator and unit leaders
who carried out the game plan for 1mp1ement1ng the 1nnovat1on The primary
change facilitator acted as the overseer and monitored the system so that the
necessary réstraetufihg of the plan could occur. In both elementary and high
schools, the successful {mplementation of an innovation included a cyclical
process wherein the primary change faeiiitatéF devised a plan, developed
strategies to implement the Siéﬁ; monitored the system's response to the
actions surrounding the change effort, and revised the game plan when
necessary.

© The case study examp]es fiiﬁét?éfé some of these ?ihaing§ While the

case studIes xnciuae a2 number of different kirds of 1nnovat1ons. in eaeh case

manage the change. These facilitators had slightly different roles depending
on whether it was an éiéﬁéﬁtiiy or secondary school and what the innovation or
change was. 1In Willow School, an elementary scheel, the second CF was the
assistant pr1nc1pa1 who took on the role of uorking more closely with teachers
to 1mp1éméht the math program. Another important facilitator in that school,
however, was the grade level leader, who worked intimately with the second CF
to solve problems and consult with other teachers about the fnnovation. At
Northside High School, the school management team worked together to develop a
strategy for dea11ng with the change an ongoing growth in student popu1at1on

Implementing that strategy was the role of department heads and assistant
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pr1nc1pals who worked 1thin thoir OWn groups, or areas of respons’ b1lity. to
help teachers adjust and accommodate that change. It is d1ff1cu1t to say
within this system whether each of these are second EFs for their areas or
whether it is the team as a who]e that is the second CF. ELach; nowever,
worked to fulfill this role in terms of the actions they took with teachers.

Each school cited in the case studies provides examples of the

“interventions taken by facilitators in 1mp1ement1ng the changes they were

workxng with. Regardless of 1eve1; elementary or high school, change, or the
fac111tators 1nvo1ved. comparab]e kinds of actions were encaged in. Further,
these actions fit the game p]an companents described earlier. Hh11e in each
school, interventions directed t» supportive organizational arrangements,
trainin'gi and mbn{taring were present, the consultation and reinforcement
interventions proved to be espec1a11y important to the success of change in
each case. These GPC 3 1ntervent1ens were typica]ly engaged in by al
faci]1tators, though second CFs in particular had an impcrtant role in this
area. In George Hash1ngton Carver High School, the cadre of staff selected by

the principal as an ad hoc change team worked 1nd1vidua11y and in small groups

w1th teachers to en;1st their aid for the school beautification program In

these actions contributed to gaining staff support for the change.

As these case studies and our research illustrate, the actual process of
change and the role and function of the various "actors" in change is more
similar than dissimilar in elementary and high schools when it ia acconp11shed
in an effective manner. There are, of course. some differences. The size

facilitation teams: The departmentalization in the high schonl typically has
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2 unit leader in the department head role: This unit leader function often
must be created or appointed in the elementary school. The larger size of the

high scﬁaais often Féauires more active change faciiitatafs and the

Finally, this size d1fferent1a1 may influence the role of the schoc]
prihcipal; At both Tevels, effective princ1pals mist sanction and support the
change effort, and they will typically be active and v1s1b1e facilitators. 1In
larger schools (and many elementary schools are larger than high schools) the
nr1nc1pa1 will likely have more people involved in the 1eadersh1p team and
delegate more responsibilities. Because departments 1n h1gh schools have 2
certain degree of autonomy not accorded to units within an e1ementany school,

_ changes may be fnitiated and facilitated at that level w1chout dmrect
_ pr1nc1pa1 involvement: In elementary schools, thé effective p*1nc1pa1 is more
likely to be involved in any and al charges

: Effect1ve change at either the e]ementary or the high school is quided by
several pr1nc1p1es;

1. It requires a leader who sanctions and supports the change

2. It requires the use of a team of change facilitators.

3. It requires a series of sequential strategies planned around the
iﬁBFbvemeni process.

4. It requ1res mon1tor1ng of the system's Fe§5onses to the
1mp1ementat1on strateg1es.

5. It requires corrective action if and when the implementation

plan stravs off target.

Accomplishing change, especially complex change in schools, is no easy task.



Research in schools where change has been accomplished successfully suggests
that if the above principles are considered, the process of change s more

Tikely to have effective results.
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